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Foreword 


One  of  the  longest  and  most  hitter  disputes  in  twentieth  century  military 
affairs  has  been  over  the  organization  of  the  armed  forces,  particularly  the  question 
of  independence  for  the  air  forces.  From  the  early  period  of  powered  (light  apostles 
of  air  power,  such  as  the  Italian  General  Guilio  Douhet.  argued  that  the  proper 
employment  of  aviation  in  war  required  the  massing  of  air  armadas  independent  of 
ground  or  naval  forces.  As  it  developed  in  the  United  States  in  the  1920s  and  1930s. 
the  dispute  was  not  simply  self-serving  or  bureaucratic — for  power  or  prestige, 
rank  or  budget.  The  argument  over  an  independent  air  force  cut  to  the  very  heart  of 
national  defense,  for  who  controlled  air  policy,  air  doctrine,  buying  of  aircraft, 
military  training,  and  the  structure  of  the  air  forces  determined  the  type  of  military 
forces  the  nation  would  possess  and  how  aviation  would  be  used  in  war.  Ultimately, 
organization  would  determine  whether  the  United  States  would  succeed  in  the  air 
battle  and.  in  the  minds  of  the  protagonists,  whether  the  United  States  would  win  in 
war. 

In  this  excellent  work  of  narrative  and  analysis.  Herman  Wolk  of  the  Office  of 
Air  Force  History  untangles  the  complex  history  that  led  to  the  birth  of  the  United 
States  Air  Force  after  World  War  II.  After  surveying  the  struggle  for  independence 
to  1941,  and  planning  during  World  War  II  fora  postwar  air  force.  Mr.  Wolk  details 
the  events  that  resulted  in  the  formation  of  a  separate  Air  Force  in  September  1947. 
Significantly,  the  new  Air  Force  at  its  birth  already  possessed  a  long  history  and  a 
rich  heritage:  some  forty  years  as  part  of  the  Army,  service  in  two  world  wars,  and 
a  fully  developed  understanding  of  its  usefulness  in  war.  The  new  Air  Force 
possessed  leaders  who  knew  that  how  the  service  was  constructed  and  how  it  was 
led  and  administered  would  affect  how  air  power  could  be  used,  and  whether  it 
could  contribute  fully  to  the  nation's  security.  Furthermore,  the  author  puts  this 
important  story  into  the  broader  context  of  late  World  War  II  thinking  about 
postwar  defense,  and  the  fierce  struggles  between  1945  and  1947  over  service  roles 
and  missions,  budgets,  and  the  shape  of  military  policies  and  forces. 

There  is  also  another  story  in  these  pages,  less  dramatic  but  equally  impor¬ 
tant:  the  birth  of  a  military  service.  Few  times  are  more  crucial  for  an  institution 
than  the  era  of  its  birth,  when  the  basic  structure  of  the  organization  is  established 
and  procedures  worked  out  for  the  conduct  of  routine  organizational  activity.  The 
precedents  established  often  survive  far  into  the  future.  They  provide  benchmarks 
against  which  change  is  considered  or  implemented,  and  from  the  beginning  that 
first  structure  and  set  of  procedures  shape  the  life  of  the  institution,  from  the 
making  of  high  policy  down  to  the  most  mundane  details  of  administrative  routine. 
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For  the  U.S.  Air  Force,  this  process  began  in  1943  and  culminated  with  the 
separation  from  the  Army  in  1947.  In  the  space  of  less  than  five  years,  in  the  midst 
of  the  greatest  air  campaigns  in  history  and  the  fiercest  peacetime  debate  over 
military  policy  in  the  nation’s  history,  the  Army  Air  Forces  consummated  its  two- 
generation  struggle  for  independence  and  then  began  the  task  of  building  an  air 
force  for  the  nuclear  age. 

The  author  tells  this  story  briskly  but  in  detail:  how  the  new  service  absorbed 
functions  from  the  Army  and  the  decisions  over  which  agencies  and  activities  to 
duplicate  and  which  to  remain  dependent  on  the  Army — significant  questions 
often  decided  in  the  space  of  a  few  weeks.  How  the  new  service  would  recruit  its 
people,  attend  to  their  medical  care,  and  construct  and  maintain  its  facilities — 
particularly  the  crucial  air  bases — were  some  of  the  difficult  issues  which  still 
affect  the  Air  Force  today.  Most  important.  Mr.  Wolk  explains  how  and  why  the 
postwar  air  force  determined  its  size  (70  groups)  and  its  structure,  ultimate  arbiters 
of  institutional  life.  In  the  process,  he  draws  sharp  portraits  of  the  leadership  at  this 
time  of  founding:  Stuart  Symington,  Generals  Hap  Arnold  and  Tooey  Spaatz.  and 
Army  leaders  like  Generals  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  and  George  C.  Marshall  who 
were  influential  in  achieving  independence  for  the  Army  Air  Forces. 

In  these  pages  thus  unfolds  the  culmination  of  one  era  and  the  beginning  of 
another,  the  watershed  years  when  the  United  States  Air  Force  was  bom. 

RICHARD  H.  KOHN 

Chief,  Office  of  Air  Force  History 
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Preface 


The  operational  exploits  of  the  United  States  Army  Air  Forces  (AAF)  during 
World  War  II  have  been  chronicled  in  detail  and  are  a  matter  of  record.  Much  less 
well  known  is  that  during  the  war  the  AAF  accomplished  much  detailed  postwar 
planning.  The  major  objective  of  this  planning  was  the  establishment  of  an 
independent  Air  Force,  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy. 

In  the  spring  and  summer  of  1943.  Gen.  Henry  H.  (Hap)  Arnold,  Command¬ 
ing  General.  AAF.  directed  the  formation  of  formal  planning  groups  in  the 
Headquarters  Army  Air  Forces.  These  were  the  Post  War  Division  and  the  Special 
Projects  Office.  Arnold  also  had  created  an  Advisory  Council  in  1942  which, 
among  other  issues,  considered  the  subject  of  postwar  planning. 

Although  in  1943-45  General  Arnold  was  under  great  pressure  in  Washington 
to  produce  results  in  the  theaters  of  war  commensurate  with  the  substantial 
resources  being  devoted  to  the  AAF.  he  nonetheless  placed  considerable  emphasis 
upon  this  planning  for  the  postwar  Air  Force.  Arnold,  his  successor.  Gen.  Carl  A. 
(Tooey)  Spaatz.  and  Lt.  Gen.  IraC.  Eaker,  Deputy  Commander.  AAF.  were  among 
those  who  had  fought  the  bureaucratic  battles  for  more  autonomy  from  the  War 
Department  during  the  interwar  years.  Once  the  war  was  over  in  1945  the  AAF 
leaders  were  determined  to  succeed  with  the  establishment  of  an  independent  Air 
Force.  The  passage  of  appropriate  unification  legislation  was  only  one  of  the  many 
crucial  concerns  facing  the  Army  Air  Forces  after  the  war.  Setting  reorganization 
and  planning  force  structure  were  extremely  vital  parts  of  the  AAF  drive  for 
autonomy,  as  was  the  question  of  roles  and  missions.  This  story  focuses  on  these 
concerns  and  seeks  to  show  the  connections  between  them. 

When  the  Army  Air  Forces  reorganized  in  March  1946.  it  did  so  in  such  a  way 
that  when  the  AAF  became  an  independent  service,  it  did  not  have  immediately  to 
revamp  its  major  commands  once  again.  This  major  reorganization  of  1946. 
creating  the  basic  combat  commands  of  the  Air  Force,  grew  out  of  discussions  and 
eventual  agreement  between  Spaatz  and  Gen.  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower.  Army  Chief 
of  Staff.  The  key  issue  to  be  settled  between  them  was  how  to  organize  the  AAF's 
tactical  air  elements.  Similarly,  Spaatz  and  Eisenhower  had  discussed  the  idea  of 
forming  an  Air  Board  to  advise  the  Commanding  General.  AAF.  on  air  policy. 
Spaatz  ordered  the  establishment  of  the  Air  Board — marking  the  beginning  of  the 
modem  postwar  Air  Board  system — in  February  1946.  These  events  illuminated  a 
salient  feature  of  this  period  of  Air  Force  history:  namely,  that  frequently  relatively 
few  men  were  involved  in  the  process  by  which  crucial  decisions  were  made. 


Planning  for  the  4(X). OOO-personnel.  70-group  program  had  in  the  final 
analysis  been  ordered  by  the  War  Department,  and  had  been  progressively  sealed 
down  from  much  higher  figures.  The  airmen  viewed  the  seventy  groups  as  the 
minimum  structure  for  the  standing  postwar  Air  Force.  As  the  reader  will  under¬ 
stand.  it  was  specifically  this  view  which  put  the  AAF  leaders  in  conflict  with  the 
War  Department  hierarchy  over  the  universal  military  training  (UMT)  program. 

This  concerted  postwar  planning — for  unification  and  a  separate  Air  Force, 
roles  and  missions,  force  structure,  and  reorganization — took  place  amid  the 
confusion  of  massive  immediate  postwar  demobilization.  It  is  no  exaggeration  to 
say  that  the  air  planners  sought  to  build  and  tear  down  their  forces  at  the  same  time. 
Their  tasks  were  tremendously  complex.  Plans  had  to  be  drawn  rapidly  and  yet 
without  concrete  guidance  as  to  the  shape  of  future  domestic  and  foreign  policies. 

Perhaps  the  only  recognizable  certainty  was  that  austerity  would  mark  the 
postwar  milieu.  Yet,  even  here  the  AAF  and  War  Department  officials  differed  in 
their  estimates  and  definitions  of  postwar  austerity.  The  War  Department  reflected 
the  view  of  Gen.  George  C.  Marshall,  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  that  the  American 
public  would  not  sustain  a  large  standing  army.  Moreover,  he  did  not  believe  it 
could  be  recruited  by  the  military  in  the  first  place. 

This  detailed  narrative  of  the  resolution  of  the  70-group  program,  the  postwar 
reorganization  of  1946,  and  the  Headquarters  reorganization  of  October  1947.  are 
stories  that  have  not  previously  been  related,  stressing  the  interrelationship  be¬ 
tween  them.  As  will  be  seen,  this  interplay  was  often  the  result  of  unusually  dose 
relationships  between  the  top  wartime  commanders.  For  example.  Arnold  enjoyed 
a  long-lasting  friendship  with  Marshall  going  back  before  World  War  I.  They 
understood  each  other  and  worked  well  together.  Even  so.  this  did  not  stop  Arnold 
from  opposing  Marshall  on  UMT,  arguing  that  in  the  future  a  substantial  standing 
Air  Force  should  not  be  sacrificed  to  the  UMT  program.  Similarly.  General 
Eisenhower  thought  highly  of  General  Spaatz  and  indeed  considered  him  as  his 
own  airman.  These  particular  relationships  were  crucial  to  the  postwar  creation  of 
the  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF). 

Also  of  great  importance  to  the  autonomy  drive  were  the  history  of  the  Air 
Corps  between  the  wars  and  the  airmen’s  ideas  about  air  power  and  air  organization 
as  formed  over  the  decades  since  World  War  1.  These  had  great  influence  after 
World  War  II  on  the  collective  frame  of  mind  of  the  airmen  and  their  approach  to 
the  question  of  air  independence. 

However,  it  was  the  cataclysmic  events  of  the  second  World  War  that  pro¬ 
pelled  the  AAF  into  what  the  air  leaders  deemed  a  pre-eminent  position.  With  the 
war  over,  the  air  leaders  felt  that  the  AAF  had  replaced  the  Navy  as  "the  first  line  of 
defense.”  The  war  had  given  them  the  chance  to  demonstrate  the  effectiveness  of  air 
power.  They  thought  their  war  record  entitled  them  to  a  position  coequal  with  the 
Army  and  Navy.  Their  resolution  of  the  questions  of  force  structure,  internal 
reorganization,  and  roles  and  missions,  first  took  into  consideration  the  belief  that 
the  Army  air  arm  had  become  the  premier  component  of  the  defense  phalanx. 


The  organizational  and  force  planning  accomplished  by  the  airmen  in 
1943^47  were  enormously  complicated.  It  was  not  only  the  substance  of  the  issues 
themselves  which  was  so  difficult;  the  air  planners  also  had  to  coordinate  and  gain 
approval  for  force  and  deployment  plans  through  the  War  Department.  Subse¬ 
quently.  of  course,  final  approval  would  have  to  be  won  through  the  Joint  Chief  s  of 
Staff.  Along  with  planning  internal  reorganization,  the  end  result  of  this  lengthy 
process  was  that  the  air  leaders  had  the  Air  force  relatively  in  place  when  the 
United  States  Air  Force  was  formed  in  September  1947. 

Not  surprisingly  however,  troubles  failed  to  disappear  with  the  creation  of  the 
USAF.  To  the  contrary,  the  roles  and  missions  controversy  with  the  Navy  grew 
more  bitter  and  intense;  difficult  aircraft  production  decisions  lay  ahead;  and  the 
Air  Force  faced  a  period  of  two  years  during  w  hich  critical  support  f  unctions  would 
have  to  be  transferred  from  the  War  Department.  Nevertheless.  Stuart  Symington, 
the  first  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  and  General  Spaatz.  the  first  Air  Force  Chief  of 
Staff,  enthusiastically  assembled  their  staffs  and  began  to  organize  and  operate  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  Fleadquarters  USAF. 

The  author  has  not  tried  to  describe  the  many  organizational  changes  within 
AAF  Headquarters  or  in  the  commands.  The  approach  has  been  primarily  to  center 
on  the  crucial  roles  played  by  Air  Force  leaders  and  officials  in  the  overall 
organizational  planning  of  the  postwar  Air  Force.  The  appendices  include  major 
sequential  documents  that  were  important  to  the  establishment  of  the  conceptual 
framework  and  organizational  structure  of  the  USAF. 
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Chapter  I 


Roots  of  AAF  Organization 


I  don't  believe  any  balanced  plan  to  provide  the 
nation  with  an  adequate,  effective  Air  Force  .  .  .  can 
be  obtained,  within  the  limitations  of  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  budget,  and  without  providing  an  organization, 
individual  to  the  needs  of  such  an  Air  Force  Legisla¬ 
tion  to  establish  such  an  organization  .  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  appear  until  this  turbulent  and  vital  problem 
is  satisfactorily  solved. 

Maj  Gen.  Frank  M.  Andrews.  Com¬ 
manding  General.  General  Headquar¬ 
ters  (GHQ)  Air  Force.  April  1937. 

The  roots  of  Army  Air  Forces’  (AAF)  planning  for  post- World  War  11 
organization,  the  70-group  force,  and  autonomy  lay  mainly  in  the  AAF’s  experi¬ 
ence  in  World  War  II  and  in  the  history  of  the  Air  Corps  between  the  two  world 
wars.  To  the  air  leaders.  World  War  II  and  its  alleged  lessons  determined  the 
character  of  formative  postwar  planning  in  1943-45.  The  work  of  AAF  planners 
over  these  years  formed  the  foundation  for  later  decisions  leading  to  the  postwar 
reorganization  in  March  1946  and  to  the  establishment  and  organization  in  Septem¬ 
ber  1947  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  Headquarters  United  States  Air 
Force  (USAF).* 

Wartime  planning  also  afforded  the  basis  for  actions  in  1945-46  which  fixed 
force  levels.  Although  the  AAF’s  70-group  goal  evolved  at  the  direction  of  the  War 
Department  in  August  1945.  force  planning  had  begun  in  the  summer  of  1943. 
Similarly,  while  the  major  peacetime  reorganization  of  March  1946  set  the  combat 
commands  as  the  Strategic  Air  Command  (SAC).  Tactical  Air  Command  (TAC) 
and  Air  Defense  Command  ( ADC),  definitive  planning  for  the  command  structure 


*As  it  appear-,  in  the  title  of  (his  chapter,  the  word  "organization  "  is  defined  in  a  broad  sense  During 
1943-47.  the  term  "organization  "  became  inseparable  from  the  subjects  of  force  levels  and  the  struggle 
tor  autonomy 
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had  begun  in  1944.  Moreover,  planning  for  legislation  leading  to  a  National 
Military  Establishment  including  a  separate  Air  Force  began  to  take  shape  during 
1943^35.  The  impetus  came  from  studies  by  the  military  services  and  the  pressure 
of  Congressional  hearings. 

Despite  the  importance  of  the  war  experience  to  the  drawing  of  postwar  plans, 
no  discussion  of  the  ideas  and  concepts  behind  postwar  organization  would  be 
complete  without  an  understanding  of  the  history  of  the  Army  air  arm  between  the 
two  world  wars.*  This  history  played  a  crucial  part  in  the  gestation  of  the  air 
leaders’  ideas  about  a  separate  air  organization  and  the  role  of  air  power.  Between 
the  wars  the  air  leaders  refined  air  doctrine,  tested  new  aircraft  and  equipment,  and 
became  convinced  of  the  need  for  a  separate  air  force.  The  movement  for  air 
autonomy  was  well  under  way  long  before  the  start  of  World  War  II.  Among  the 
major  issues  confronted  by  the  Air  Corps  before  the  war  were  the  same  two 
questions  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  Army  Air  Forces  during  and  after  World  War  II:  To 
the  airmen,  the  seeming  validity  of  the  independent  mission:  and  the  shape  of 
potential  legislation  to  make  the  air  arm  independent.  And  a  striking  continuity  is 
also  apparent  in  the  air  leaders  themselves.  The  men  who  led  and  organized  the 
Army  Air  Forces  in  the  drive  for  independence  after  World  War  II  had  fought  the 
bureaucratic,  political,  organizational,  and  technological  battles  of  the  1920s  and 
1930s.  General  Henry  H.  Arnold,  who  headed  the  Army  Air  Forces  in  the  second 
World  War,  gained  his  early  flying  experience  from  the  Wright  School  in  Dayton. 
Ohio,  and  was  himself  an  air  pioneer.  He  held  key  command  and  staff  positions 
between  the  wars  and  in  193K  became  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  after  Maj.  Gen.  Oscar 
Westover  died  in  an  air  crash. 

General  Carl  A.  Spaatz.  who  in  World  War  11  commanded  the  United  States 
Strategic  Air  Forces  in  Europe  and  briefly  the  United  States  Strategic  Air  Forces  in 
the  Pacific,  had  distinguished  himself  in  command  and  combat  during  World  War 
I.  Likewise  an  air  pioneer,  he  performed  important  command  and  staff  duties  in  the 
Air  Corps  through  the  1920s  and  1930s.  With  Arnold’s  retirement  in  early  1946. 
General  Spaatz  became  Commanding  General.  AAF;  spearheaded  the  postwar 
drive  for  an  independent  Air  Force  and  for  internal  air  organization;  and  eventually 
was  named  the  first  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Air  Force. 


'Among  the  vssirks  of  Air  force  history  that  consider  the  inters*,  ar  period  are  these  R  Karl  McClendon. 
Autonomy  of  the  AoArm  ( Maxwell  A  Hi .  Ala..  I4.'4l:  DeWitl  S.  Copp.  A  leu  Great  Captains  i  Carden 
t  its.  N  V. .  14X0 1:  John  J\  Shiner,  Tonlois  and  the  I'.S.  Ann  s  Air  Corps .  /  *vi  /  19  IS  t  Washington.  DC. 
14X2 1 .  Alfred  Coldherg.  ed.  A  History  of  the  United  Stales  Air  Cone.  190?  Id  A?  i  Ness  York.  |4.'7t. 
Robert  I-  f 'litre  1 1 .  Ideas.  (  n<u  opts  Poetrine:  A  H  i  slot's  of  Hash  Thinking  in  the  I  tilted  Shin  \  \ir 
I  or  <  r.  190  /  /  904  ( Maxwell  Al'B.  Ala. .  1471 1:  Thomas  H  ( ireer.  The  Development  ot  \tr  Pm  {rate  in 
the  Arms  Air  Ann.  1917  1941  Il'SAI  Hist  Studs  84,  Maxsvcll  AIB.  Ala  .  1453 1.  Robert  I  I  nines. 
History  ot  the  Air  Corps  Tat /teal  School.  1920  1940  (Hist  Studs  1(10.  Maxwell  AI  B.  Ala  .  145'). 
Henry  H  Arnold,  Global  Mission  (Ness  York.  1444):  Claire  I.  Chcnnault.  Win  ot  a  l  ighter  Tin 
Memoirs  i<l  (  la  ire  Te  Chemumh  I  Ness  York.  1444);  Benjamin  I)  loulois  and  Carroll  V  climes.  Tumi 
the  Wrivhl  Brothers  to  the  .Astronauts  The  Memoirs  ot  Major  Central  Beniamin  1 1  Toitlois  I  Ness  York . 
I4C)X|  The  definitive  ssork  on  the  AAT  in  World  War  II  is  Wesley  I  Craven  ansi  James  1  Cate.  eds.  The 
Arms  Air  /  ones  in  World  lli/f  II.  7  sols  (Chicago.  I44X-  I4SX), 
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Lt.  Gen.  Ira  C.  Faker.  AAF  Deputy  Commander  in  1945-47.  lieu  with  the 
Air  Corps  in  the  1920s  and  1930s  and  occupied  significant  stal  l  positions  over  these 
years.  During  the  war.  he  successively  commanded  the  VIII  Bomber  Command. 
Eighth  Air  Force,  and  the  Mediterranean  Allied  Air  Forces.  Returning  to  AAF 
headquarters  in  the  spring  of  1945,  Faker  was  in  the  forefront  in  developing  force 
structure,  redeployment  plans,  and  organizational  plans  for  the  postwar  Air  Force. 
Arnold,  Spaatz.  and  Faker  were  the  top  men  in  command  in  1945-47.  when  the 
AAF  fought  the  successful  battle  for  a  separate  Air  Force.  Among  many  other 
prominent  airmen  and  air  advocates  who  made  vita)  contributions  to  AAF  organi¬ 
zational  planning  in  1944  47  were:  Stuart  Symington.  Assistant  Secretary  of  War 
for  Air,  1946-47,  and  the  first  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  in  September  1947:  Robert 
A.  Lovett,  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air.  1941-45;  Lt.  Gen.  Hoyt  S.  Vanden- 
berg.  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Operations.  Commitments  and  Requirements, 
and  successor  to  Spaatz  in  1948  as  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff:  Maj.  Gen.  Lauris 
Norstad.  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  Plans,  in  1945.  who  later  helped  draft  a 
unified  command  plan  and  unification  legislation,  and  Maj.  Gen.  Laurence  S. 
Kuter,  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  Plans.  1943-45. 


Early  Air  Organization 

The  United  States  Army  air  arm  antedated  the  first  World  War.  having  been 
created  in  1907  as  the  Aeronautical  Division,  Office  of  the  Chief  Signal  Officer,  "to 
take  charge  of  all  matters  pertaining  to  military  ballooning,  air  machines  and  all 
kindred  subjects."  As  originally  formed,  the  Aeronautical  Division  consisted  of 
one  officer  and  two  enlisted  men.  In  1913.  the  first  bill  to  recommend  a  change  in 
the  status  of  military  aviation  was  introduced  into  the  House  of  Representatives.  It 
proposed  to  remove  aviation  from  the  Signal  Corps  and  establish  an  Aviation  Corps 
under  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff.  One  officer  and  former  pilot.  Lt.  Paul  W.  Beck, 
supported  this  legislation,  observing  that  aviation  did  not  belong  in  the  Signal 
Corps  *  Lt.  Benjamin  D.  Foulois.  to  become  Chief  of  Air  Corps.  1931-35, 
opposed  this  bill,  noting  that  military  aviation  had  not  yet  sufficiently  advanced  to 
be  organized  into  an  Aviation  Corps.  The  War  Department  opposed  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  In  July  1914  the  Aviation  Section  of  the  Signal  Corps  was  established  by 
Congress  with  authorized  strength  of  60  officers  and  260 enlisted  men.  Due  chiefly 


‘Beck,  one  of  the  earliest  flyers,  who  also  appreciated  the  potential  military  application  ot 
aviation,  was  removed  from  flying  status  in  1012  because  of  the  so-called  "Mancha  Law.  This  act  of 
Congress  required  that  officers  alternate  between  line  and  staff  positions  for  specified  periods  Beck 
served  with  the  Infantry  in  World  War  I.  returning  to  aviation  after  the  war.  Lt.  Col  Beck  was 
commanding  Post  Field  at  Ft.  Sill.  Okla  .  in  April  N22.  when  he  was  shot  and  killed  by  a  friend  during 
an  altercation  generated  by  Beck's  relationship  with  his  friend's  wile 
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An  aviation  pioneer.  General  Arnold  began  his  flying  career  when  aircraft  were  in  their 
infancy  He  is  shown  in  a  Wright  "B"  airplane  at  the  Army's  first  Hying  field.  College  Bark. 
Maryland,  in  1411  ladiacent  page,  topi  At  San  Diego  Air  Depot,  he  examines  the  first 
Liberty  engine,  built  by  the  l  ord  Company  in  World  War  1  (adjacent  page,  bottom)  Mat 
Thomas  DeW.  Milling,  another  military  aviation  pioneer,  appears  with  Arnold  (below  i  to 
celebrate  a  reunion  by  flying  together  in  an  \riny  observation  plane  in  14.1(1. 
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to  the  potential  shown  by  the  airplane  in  Work!  War  I.  the  Air  Serv  ice  was  formed 
in  May  1018. 

Although  air  power's  wartime  contribution  had  been  minor,  some  airmen 
considered  the  airplane  an  ultimately  decisive  instrument  to  wage  war.  Aircraft  had 
been  used  in  World  War  I  primarily  tor  observation  and  support  of  ground  units 
Potentially  however,  aircraft  could  strike  the  enemy's  war-sustaining  resources 
(transportation,  communications,  industry  and  population!  and  break  his  will  to 
resist.  This  became  known  as  the  independent  or  strategic  mission,  as  opposed  to 
the  tactical  mission  of  attacking  the  enemy's  ground  or  naval  forces. *  In  future 
conflicts  the  trench  slaughter  of  W'orld  War  I  could  be  avoided.  As  bombers  of 
much  better  performance  were  developed,  air  leaders  even  more  intensively 
advocated  the  independent  mission,  connecting  it  directly  to  their  advocacy  ot 
autonomy. 

Also,  airmen  knew  that  Britain's  Royal  Air  Force  (RAF)  had  been  created 
during  World  W’ar  I.  While  in  1916  Winston  Churchill  had  declared  in  the  House  ot 
Commmons  that  "ultimately,  and  the  sooner  the  better,  the  Air  Service  should  be 
one  unified,  permanent  branch."  it  had  taken  the  German  air  attacks  on  Fngland  of 
1917  to  impel  the  drive  for  separation.  Follow  ing  these  raids,  a  committee  headed 
by  Lt.  Gen.  Jan  C.  Smuts  recommended  to  the  British  cabinet  that  an  Air  Ministry 
be  formed.  Further,  since  independent  air  operations  gave  promise  of  becoming  a 
major  means  of  conducting  warfare,  a  separate  air  service  should  he  set  up. 

The  Smuts  report  afforded  Prime  Minister  Lloyd  George  needed  support  to 
silence  conservative  military  opposition.  On  January  1.  1918.  the  Air  Ministry  was 
organized  and  on  April  I,  1918  the  Royal  Air  Force  came  into  being,  combining  the 
Army's  Royal  Flying  Corps  and  the  Royal  Naval  Air  Service.  After  the  war.  the 
British  army  and  navy  attempted  to  regain  their  air  arms,  but  failed.  In  retrospect, 
the  RAF's  Air  Marshal  Sir  John  C.  Sles.sor  described  this  battle  to  maintain  ihe 
RAF  as  fought  "tooth  and  nail  against  the  most  powerful,  the  most  determined  and 
.  .  sometimes  the  most  intemperate  obstruction  by  the  forces  of  military  con¬ 
servatism."  Arnold.  Spaat?  and  Baker  remembered  this  British  military  historv.  It 
tremendously  influenced  their  thinking  about  autonomy.1  They  kept  in  touch  w  ith 
their  RAF  counterparts,  especially  after  World  War  II.  Nonetheless,  in  the  United 
States  the  prevailing  opinion  was  that  air  forces  should  be  trained  and  maintained 
to  support  field  armies.  The  postwar  Dickman  Board,  appointed  by  Gen  John  .). 
Pershing,  came  to  such  a  conclusion  as  did  .Secretary  of  War  New  ton  D.  Baker. 
Assistant  Secretary  of  War  Benedict  Crowell,  and  Army  Chief  of  Staff  Gen. 
Peyton  C.  March. 


♦Ma|.  Gen  Hugh  M.  Trenchant,  commander  ot  llritain  s  Royal  (-'tying  Corps,  in  I'/IS  had 
established  an  Independent  Air  Force  This  force  was  not  under  the  command  ot  division,  corps,  or 
army  commanders,  hut  could  conduct  operations  against  industry,  transportation,  communications, 
and  supply  centers 

That  both  Ihe  Army  and  Navy  air  arms  were  inlegrated  into  the  RAI  would  not  he  lost  upon  Ihe 
post -W'orld  War  It  leaders  of  the  IS  Navy  The  Royal  Navy  regained  its  air  arm  prior  to  World  War  II 
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As  li.S.  Army  commanders  understood,  the  support  of  the  ground  troops  was 
a  useful  role  lor  the  Air  Service.  When  airmen  argued  that  sustained  bombardment 
of  the  enemy's  war-making  industry  had  not  really  been  tried  and  that  trench 
wart  are  was  self-defeating,  they  were  deemed  visionaries.  As  General  Faker 
recalled:  "We  were  just  sort  of  voices  in  the  wilderness.  A  great  many  militarv 
people  considered  us  crackpots."-'  1'he  wartime  Chief  of  Staff.  General  Peyton 
March,  concluded:  "The  war  had  taught  many  lessons;  the  principles  of  warfare, 
however,  remained  unchanged.  It  was  not  won.  as  some  had  predicted  it  would  be. 
by  some  new  and  terrible  development  of  modern  science;  it  was  won.  as  had  every 
other  war  in  history,  by  men.  munitions  and  morale."' 

Army  Command  and  General  Staff  School  textbooks  described  the  airplane's 
role  as  being  observation.  Although  eight  bills  to  establish  a  Department  of 
Aeronautics  had  been  introduced  in  Congress  during  ISM G— 20.  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1920  recognized  the  Air  Service  only  as  a  combatant  branch  of  the  U.S. 
Army.  The  Navy,  w  ith  its  battleships,  remained  the  first  line  of  defense.  However, 
men  like  Brig.  Gen.  William  (Billy)  Mitchell,  the  Army's  flamboyant  airman  of 
World  War  I.  argued  that  the  airplane  was  more  economical  and  militarily  effective 
than  the  battleship  and  that  an  independent  air  service  was  the  best  way  to  exploit 
aircraft.*  In  June-July  1921,  Mitchell  seemed  to  prove  his  point.  Bomber  planes 
under  his  command  destroyed  some  obsolete  warships  off  the  Virginia  capes, 
including  the  allegedly  unsinkable  battleship  Ostfricslaiul  with  its  four  lasers  of 
steel  and  watertight  bulkheads. 

After  the  war  the  Army's  airmen  refined  their  doctrine,  based  on  what  they 
considered  to  be  the  war's  lessons.  Major  Carl  Spaatz.  Commanding  Officer.  1st 
Pursuit  Group  (Selfridge  Field.  Mich. ).  in  1923  stressed  in  an  unpublished  studs 
the  part  of  military  aviation  known  as  "Air  Force."  Whereas  aviation  observation 
forces  worked  with  the  ground  armies.  Air  Force  comprised  pursuit,  bombard¬ 
ment.  and  attack  aviation.  Spaatz.  defined  pursuit  aviation  as  the  branch  that  sought 
to  destroy  the  enemy's  air  force.  Its  mission  was  to  gain  air  supremacy.  The  branch 
called  attack  aviation  attempted  to  strike  enemy  forces  and  military  objectives  on 
the  ground  or  water  with  machincgun  fire.  Bombardment  forces  tried  to  destroy 
military  objectives  by  bombing  targets  on  the  ground  and  on  water.4 

Spaatz  observed  that  since  the  war  the  concept  of  Air  Force  continued  to 
develop.  He  pointed  to  advances  in  the  design  of  aircraft,  bombs,  and  ma- 
chineguns.  As  far  as  using  bombing  as  a  means  to  defeat  the  enemy.  Spaatz  noted 
that  this  was  undertaken  only  late  in  the  war.  However,  in  his  opinion  the  results 
were  so  successful  that  they  demanded  an  air  force  role  apart  from  support  of  the 
armies  on  the  ground. 


*I)uring  the  war.  Mitchell  was  successively  chief  of  air  service  for  several  units  of  the  American 
hxpeditionary  force.  He  was  promoted  to  brigadier  general  in  October  NIK  and  made  Chief  of  Air 
Service  tor  f  irst  Army  Group. 

At  this  time.  Spaat/  actualh  spelled  his  name.  Spat/  He  changed  it  to  Spaat/  in  NJ8  because 
people  frequently  pronounced  it  "spats  "  rather  than  “spots.” 
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Courtesy  Collection  of  William  Bruce 


Military  aviation  advocates  during  the  interwar  years.  Brig.  Gen.  H  H.  lHap)  Arnold 
(above,  left);  Maj  Carl  A  Spaatz  (above,  right);  and  Capt.  Ira  C.  Eaker  (below  ). 
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Wreck  of  (he  dirigible  Shenandoah  in  September  1925. 


Brig.  Gen  William  tBtllvi 
Mitchell,  a  strident  supporter 
of  air  power,  with  Maj  Gen 
Mason  M  Patrick.  Chief  of 
the  Air  Service.  1422 
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Instructors  at  the  Air  Service  Held  Officers  School  (established  at  Langley 
Field.  Va..  in  October  1420)  also  promulgated  air  doctrine  based  principalis  upon 
the  idea  of  independent  air  operations.*  In  1426  the  tactical  school  published 
Employment  <>l  Combined  Air  Force  (subsequently  revised  under  the  title  Air 
Force),  which  for  the  first  time  formally  articulated  the  idea  that  the  basic  air 
objectives  were  the  enemy  s  “vital  centers"  and  his  air  force  C'ontemporarv 
scholarship  suggests  General  Giulio  Douhet  s  influence,  an  Fnglish  translation  of 
his  Command  of  the  Air  (1421  edition)  being  available  at  the  school  as  carls  as 
1422.  Employment  o\  Combined  Air  Force  borrowed  heavily  from  Douhet.  stress¬ 
ing  that  attacks  on  "morale"  (population)  should  be  made  at  the  outset  of  war.  Also 
like  the  Italian  theorist,  it  underscored  the  importance  of  neutralizing  the  enemy's 
air  force.' 

Meanwhile,  in  the  1420s  several  boards  studied  the  organi/ation  of  military 
aviation  Maj.  Gen  Mason  M.  Patrick.  Chief  of  the  Air  Service,  favored  air 
autonomy  within  the  War  Department  structure.  He  opposed  permanent  assign¬ 
ment  of  air  units  to  the  ground  forces  The  Lassiter  Board  report  of  1422.  which 
approved  the  idea  of  a  Genera)  Headquarters  Air  Force,  marked  the  Army  s  first 
acknowledgment  that  the  independent  air  mission  might  serve  a  useful  role 
Nevertheless,  the  Morrow  Board  report  of  November  1425  opposed  establishment 
of  a  Department  of  Aeronautics.  This  board  convened  in  the  wake  of  Mitchell  s 
protestations  that  the  air  arm  was  unprepared  for  war  remarked  that  air  power  had 
yet  to  prove  the  value  of  independent  operations.  Such  missions  could  better  be 
done  under  the  command  of  Army  or  Navy  officers.  Moreover,  as  to  air  defense, 
the  United  States  had  no  reason  to  fear  an  enemy  attack. 

No  airplane  capable  ol  making  a  transoceanic  tlietn  to  our  country  with  a  useful  military 
load  and  ol  returning  tosalety  is  now  m  existence  with  Ihe  advance  in  the  art  il 
doe’s  not  appear  lhal  there  is  any  ground  !or  anticipation  ol  such  development  to  a  point 
which  would  constitute  a  direct  menace  to  the  l 'tilled  States  m  any  tuturc  which 
scientific  thought  can  now  loresee  The  tear  ol  such  an  attack  is  without  reason  ’ 

In  December  1425  the  Tamper!  Committee  recommended  that  a  Department 
of  National  Defense  be  created  under  a  civ  ilian  secretary.  Implied  was  the  idea  of 
three  coequal  services.  Neither  the  War  Department  nor  Congress  acted.  The  Air 
Corps  Act  of  1426  created  the  Army  Air  Corps  from  the  Army  Air  Service.  The  act 
also  sanctioned  Air  Corps  representation  the  War  Department  General  Staff 
(WDGS).  In  addition,  the  Of  fice  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  was  created 
(first  held  by  F.  Trubee  Davison),  only  to  be  abolished  in  1422  bv  President 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt.  These  were  years  of  the  depression,  military  budgets  were 


*  In  November  1422.  (he  school's  name  was  changed  to  the  Air  Service  Tactical  School,  and  in 
1426.  when  the  Air  Service  became  Ihe  Air  C  orps,  to  Ihe  Air  Corps  Tactical  School  (ACTS)  In  July 
1431.  il  moved  from  Langley  to  Maxwell  f  ield.  Ala 

Jus!  prior  to  graduation  from  Sale  in  I4|X.  Davison,  whose  lather  was  a  partner  of  J  P  Morgan 
and  Company,  had  suffered  permanent  damage  to  his  lower  legs  in  a  plane  crash.  He  received  a  law 
degree  from  Columbia  Cniversity  and  in  i422  was  elected  to  Ihe  New  York  Stale  Assemble  He  had 
resigned  in  the  fall  of  1432  to  run  for  Lieutenant  Governor  ol  New  York  In  June  1433  the  Roosevelt 
administration  announced  lhal  the  position  of  Assistant  Secretary  ol  War  for  Air  would  not  he  tilled 
This  news  did  not  displease  ihe  War  Department  General  Stall 
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held  lo  a  minimum  by  Congress,  and  international  commissions  were  convened  to 
pass  resolutions  restricting  planes  in  wartime  to  attacking  only  militarv  targets 
Besides,  protected  by  oceans.  American  citizens  saw  little  need  tor  increased 
military  strength  The  Navy  remained  the  first  line  ot  defense 

Meanwhile.  Billy  Mitchell's  attacks  grew  more  intense  Alter  naval  aviation 
disasters  involving  disappearance  of  an  aircraft  in  the  Pacific  and  the  crash  of  the 
dirigible  Shenandoah,  he  charged  that  the  War  and  \av  v  Departments  were  gmltv 
of  "incompetency,  criminal  negligence  and  almost  treasonable  administration  of 
the  National  Defense."  As  a  result.  President  Calvin  Coolidge  himself  preferred 
charges  and  the  War  Department  announced  that  Mitchell  would  be  court-mar¬ 
tialed.  The  trial  began  in  October  1425  and  the  guilty  verdict  with  sentence  of  five 
years  suspension  without  pay  was  delivered  m  December,  two  weeks  after  the 
Morrow  Board  report  appeared  Afterwards.  Coolidge  lessened  the  verdict  to  five 
years  at  half  pay.  On  February  1 .  1426.  Mitchell  resigned.  Ahead  of  his  time.  Billy 
Mitchell  was  a  brilliant  technologist,  impatient  because  others  would  not  share  his 
confidence  in  machines  that  had  yet  to  demonstrate  their  decisiveness  in  war.  After 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  became  President.  Mitchell  tried  to  influence  a  change  in  air 
policy — more  money  and  resources  should  be  devoted  to  the  air  arm  but  tailed 
Roosevelt  in  fact  had  opposed  a  separate  air  arm  ever  since  1414.  w hen  he  served  as 


PLANNING  &  ORGANIZING  THF  POSTWAR  AIR  FORCF 


Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  Mitchell  died  in  February  1936.  conv  inced  to  the 
end  that  in  any  future  war  air  forces  would  ultimately  prove  decisive. 


General  Headquarters  Air  Force 

In  October  19.0  the  Drum  Board.*  among  other  things,  determined  the 
Army's  responsibility  for  the  coastal  air  defense  mission  and  recommended 
formation  of  a  General  Headquarters  Air  Force.  The  basic  idea  was  to  have  a 
unified  air  strike  force  directly  under  a  General  Headquarters  This  strike  force 
could  either  be  used  for  independent  strategic  operations  or  in  upport  of  ground 
troops.  However,  the  Drum  Board  report  emphasized  that  the  Air  Corps  should 
stay  under  Army  control.  Following  a  series  of  air  crashes  after  the  Air  Corps  was 
suddenly  ordered  to  take  over  mail  routes.**  a  board  was  created  under  former 
Secretary  of  War  Baker  to  investigate  the  organization  of  military  aviation.  This 
board  was  against  an  independent  air  mission  and  separate  air  arm.  accenting  that 
independent  operations  could  not  decide  wars.  It  opposed  creation  of  a  Department 
of  Aviation  or  a  Department  of  National  Defense,  but  did  recommend  setting  up  a 
GHQ  Air  Force.  James  H.  Doolittle  tiled  a  dissent  to  the  majority  report. 

I  believe  tha'  the  future  security  o)  our  nation  is  dependent  upon  an  adequate  air  force. 

This  is  true  at  the  present  time  and  will  become  increasingly  important  as  the  science  of 
aviation  advances  I  am  convinced  that  the  required  air  force  can  be  rapidly  organized, 
equipped  and  trained  it  it  is  completely  separated  from  the  Army  and  developed  as  an 
entirely  separate  arm  “ 

Doolittle  and  the  Air  Corps  leaders  were  weli  aware  that  Air  Corps  strength  had 
lagged  behind  the  objectives  of  the  1926  Air  Corps  Act.  Mid-1932  should  have 


*Maj  Gen.  Benjamin  D.  Foulois.  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps,  was  the  sole  airman  on  the  board  Other 
members  were  Maj  Gen.  Hugh  Drum,  War  Department  Deputy  Chief  ol  Staff .  Map  Gen.  George  S 
Simonds,  Commandant  of  the  Army  WarCollege:  Brig.  Gen.  Chaiies  V.  Kilboume.  Assistant  Chief  of 
the  War  Plans  Division;  and  Map  Cien.  John  W.  Guilds.  Chiet  of  the  Coast  Artillery 

The  Air  Corps  had  advocated  the  mission  of  strategic  bombardment  and  the  destruction  of  the 
enemy's  fleet.  Advocacy  of  the  coastal  air  defense  mission  was  less  controversial  Army  aviators 
considered  the  coastal  defense  mission  as  important  and  legitimate.  The  bomber  could  strike  aircraft 
carriers  as  well  as  the  enemy's  airfields  and  industry. 

“For  an  excellent  discussion  of  the  Air  Corps'  tribulations  in  (tying  the  mail,  see  John  F  Shiner. 
Foulois  unit  ihe  U  S  Arms  Air  Corps,  19.11-1935.  Washington.  DC.  Office  of  Air  Force  History. 
19X2.  Chapter  V. 

When  the  Baker  Board  report  was  published,  Doolittle  was  a  major  in  the  Air  Corps  Reserve. 
Commissioned  a  second  lieutenant  in  the  Aviation  Section  of  the  Signal  Corps  in  March  I9IX.  he 
resigned  from  the  Air  Corps  in  December  1930  to  become  manager  of  the  Aviation  Department  of  the 
Shell  Petroleum  Corporation.  An  aeronautical  engineer  and  a  crack  racing  pilot.  Doolittle  set  a  number 
of  important  aviation  records  in  the  1920s  and  early  1930s.  During  World  War  II.  he  achieved  fame  as 
the  leader  of  the  Tokyo  raid  of  April  1942  He  went  on  to  command  the  Twelfth  Air  Force .  North  African 
Strategic  Air  Forces.  Fifteenth  Air  Force,  and  the  F.ighth  Air  Force. 
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marked  the  end  of  the  Air  Corps'  live-year  expansion  program.  By  that  time  the  Air 
Corps  had  about  1 .300  of beers.  13.400  enlisted  men.  and  I  .1 46  a  ire  rail  rather  than 
the  1.650  officers.  l5.tK)0  enlisted  men.  and  1.K00  serviceable  planes  called  for  in 
the  Air  Corps  Act  But.  noted  Doolittle,  should  the  Air  Corps  remain  part  ol  the 
Army,  it  ought  to  have  its  own  budget  and  promotion  lis|  and  be  removed  from 
General  Staff  control.  The  desire  for  a  separate  budget  and  promotion  list  subse¬ 
quently  became  a  sustained  theme  of  the  air  leaders. 

The  Drum  and  Baker  Board  reports  supplied  the  crucial  impetus  to  the  drive 
for  a  GHQ  Air  Force.  Another  vital  force  was  Maj.  Gen.  Beniamin  D.  Foulois. 
Chief  of  the  Air  Corps,  who  had  long  fought  for  a  separate  Department  of 
Aeronautics  *  After  repeated  attempts,  he  had  finally  convinced  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  by  1433  of  the  need  to  assign  the  aerial  coast  defense  mission  to  the  Air 
Corps.  Foulois'  recommendation  was  approved  in  January  1433  by  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  Gen.  Douglas  Mac  Arthur. 11 

Based  on  the  Baker  Board  Report,  the  GHQ  Air  Force  was  created  on  March 
1.  1935.  with  Bri  Gen.  Frank  M.  Andrews  named  commanding  general. 
Andrews  was  a  former  commandant  of  the  Advanced  Fly  ing  School  and  had  been 
chief  of  the  Training  and  Operations  Division  in  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air 
Corps  (OCAC).  He  had  served  with  the  War  Department  General  Staff"  before 
becoming  General  Headquarters  Air  Force  commander.  Formation  of  a  GHQ  Air 
Force  in  peacetime  was  unprecedented.  During  World  War  I  the  Air  Service's 
offensive  aircraft  were  organized  under  a  single  officer,  responsible  to  the  com¬ 
mander  of  Army  Field  Forces.  As  mentioned,  in  1423  the  Lassiter  Board  recom¬ 
mended  organization  of  bomber  and  pursuit  planes  directly  under  General  Head¬ 
quarters.  Also.  Army  Regulations  95-10  (March  1928)  described  bomber  and 
pursuit  aircraft  organized  into  "GHQ  aviation"  under  command  of  an  air  officer 
reporting  to  the  commander  of  Army  Field  Forces.  Notwithstanding,  the  Army 
had  not  shaped  its  air  element  this  way.1" 

Air  Corps  units  in  the  United  States  had  been  under  operational  control  of 
Army  corps  area  commanders  in  whose  territory  they  were  stationed.  There  were 
nine  such  corps  areas,  each  commanded  by  a  ground  officer.  In  similar  fashion  to 
the  Chief  of  Infantry  and  other  Chiefs  of  Arms  or  Services,  the  Chief  of  the  Air 
Corps  had  been  responsible  for  support  of  his  units — the  design  and  procurement 
of  aircraft,  personnel,  training,  and  doctrine.  The  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  was 
therefore  not  really  an  operational  commander.  With  establishment  of  GHQ. 
General  Andrews  gained  operational  control  of  tactical  units,  w  hich  were  formed 
into  three  wings.**  Brig.  Gen.  Henry  H.  Arnold  commanded  the  1st  Wing  at 


♦Foulois  in  191.1  had  opposed  a  separate  department 

The  post  of  Commanding  General.  GHQ  Air  Force,  was  made  a  major  general  s  sloi  Andrews 
became  commander  as  a  brigadier  general  because  the  19 26  Air  Corps  Act  restricted  temporary 
promotion  to  two  grades  above  an  individual's  permanent  rank 

♦  ‘The  three  wings  together  consisted  of  nine  groups  of  thirty  tactical  squadrons  twelve  bom¬ 
bardment,  six  attack,  ten  pursuit,  and  two  reconnaissance 
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March  Field.  Calif . :  Col.  Henry  Conger  FVatt  headed  the  2d  Wing  at  Langley 
Field.  Va  ;  and  l.t.  Col  (Jerald  C.  Brant  commanded  the  3d  Wing  at  Barksdale 
Field.  La.  The  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  and  the  GHQ  commander  were  on  the  same 
echelon  of  command,  and  each  reported  separately  to  the  War  Department.  Here 
was  a  situation  in  which  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  controlled  funds, 
personnel,  and  procurement  of  equipment.  GHQ  Air  Force  was  responsible  for 
combat  efficiency  and  results,  hut  did  not  have  the  controlling  voice  to  gain  the 
means  to  accomplish  this  end.  Administratively,  tactical  bases  were  under  the 
Army  corps  area  commanders.  Thus,  when  handling  air  matters,  the  Arms  Chief 
of  Staff  and  the  War  Department  General  Staff  dealt  w  ith  the  commander  of  GHQ 
Air  Force,  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps,  and  the  corps  area  commanders. 

Obviously,  this  type  of  organization  severely  divided  authority  between  the 
Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  and  the  GHQ  Air  Force.  Consequently,  the  air 
arm  found  it  difficult  to  establish  a  single  position  when  dealing  with  the  War 
Department.  In  January  1036  the  Air  Corps'  Browning  Board*  report  noted: 

This  organization  has  damaged  Air  Corps  morale  and  has  split  the  Air  Corps  into  two 
factions  lOCAC'  and  GHQ  Air  Force).  the  hoard  holies cs  that  the  present  organiza¬ 
tion  is  unsound  a  consolidation  of  the  Air  Corps  under  one  head  will  permit  the 
Commanding  General.  GHQ  Air  force  to  devote  his  maximum  effort  to  training  and  a 
minimum  to  administration  " 

The  Brow  ning  Board  proposed  that  the  GHQ  Air  Force  be  consolidated  under  the 
Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps.  The  hoard's  report  also  recommended  placing 
"all  AAF  stations  and  all  personnel  and  units  solely  under  the  Air  Force  chain  of 
command."'-’  General  Andrews  of  course  firmly  supported  this  last  proposal.  The 
War  Department  approved  it  in  May  1^36.  thereby  exempting  Air  Corps  stations 
from  corps  area  control."  However,  no  immediate  action  was  taken  on  the 
recommendation  to  place  GHQ  Air  Force  under  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps. 

Determined  to  make  GHQ  a  combat-ready  striking  force.  General  Andrews 
increased  the  flying  time  of  GHQ  pilots.  A  line  fiver  himself  (Faker  called  him 
perhaps  the  best  blind-flying  pilot  in  the  Air  Corps)  and  convinced  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  an  all-weather  force,  he  insisted  that  pilots  be  qualified  to  fly  by  instru¬ 
ments.  He  inherited  a  force  in  which  few  pilots  could  do  so.  but  after  a  year  of 
GHQ  almost  all  flyers  were  instrument  qualified.  Aerial  navigation  without  use  of 
known  reference  points  and  night  flying  were  also  emphasized.  "  The  Air  Force." 
General  Andrews  observed,  "cannot  be  improvised  after  war  is  imminent.  It  takes 
years  to  build  bases  and  airplanes  and  to  train  personnel. "u  Thus  GHQ  stressed 
combat  readiness.  The  keys  were  mobility  and  effectiveness.  A  unit  should  be  able 
to  take  off  from  its  home  station  w  ith  all  planes  within  forty-eight  hours,  fly  to  a 
specified  area  with  minimum  stops  for  fuel  and  oil.  and  then  take  off  on  a  combat 
mission  within  twenty-four  hours." 


*  At  lor  Cnl  William  S  Browning  of  Iho  Air  Corps  Inspector  General's  Of  hoe  who  headed  the 

study 
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Mobility  ot  this  ''striking  lorcc  ot  the  air"  called  for  rapid  concentration  ol 
force  in  the  Army's  major  corps  areas.  Strenuous  training  was  designed  to  prepare 
forces  to  repel  an  enemy  approaching  l  .S  coasts  it  the  Navy  could  not  cope  with 
the  situation  (the  Army  and  Navy  had  fought  a  constant  battle  over  the  coastal  air 
defense  mission).  Also.  (JHQ  would  be  set  to  strike  enemy  ground  forces  should 
they  approach  l  .S.  borders  Formation  of  CiHQ  was  significant  because  it  gave 
airmen  the  chance  to  coordinate  air  operations  with  ground  forces.  This  was  a  step 
towards  unified  direction.  Thus,  the  objectives,  organization,  and  training  ol  the 
General  Headquarters  Air  force  were  in  a  way  harbingers  ol  the  development  of  air 
power  and  air  organization  during  World  War  II.  Of  more  immediate  importance, 
creation  of  CiHQ  Air  Force  marked  a  workable  compromise  between  those  airmen 
who  advocated  an  independent  air  arm  and  those  on  the  War  Department  staff  who 
continued  to  argue  that  the  function  of  Air  Forces  was  to  support  the  ground 
element.  Some  Army  officers  thought  forming  GHQ  Air  Force  would  deflate  the 
airmen's  advocacy  of  a  separate  Air  Force.  After  Andrews  was  reassigned  in 
February  1939,  CiHQ  was  finally  placed  under  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air 
Corps  This  was  a  major  move  that  seemed  to  solve  a  problem  that  had  afflicted 
Army  air  organization  since  formation  of  the  GHQ  Air  Force.  Functions  of  the 
CiHQ  Air  Force  commander  were  unaffected,  but  his  immediate  responsibility  was 
to  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  and  not  to  the  War  Department  Chief  of  Staff 
During  his  command  of  CiHQ,  Andrews  made  clear  his  conviction  that  air 
power  should  he  separately  organized  and  that  bombardment  aviation  should  be  the 
basic  element  of  the  air  forces  as  the  infantry  and  battleship  were  the  primary 
divisions  of  the  ground  and  sea  forces.  Among  other  things,  the  development  of  the 
B  17  long-range  bomber  in  the  1930s  persuaded  him  that  bomber  forces  would 
play  an  important  role  in  wars  of  the  future.  "Though  both  the  Army  and  Navy 
have  a  requirement  for  auxiliary  aviation  tv>  complete  their  combat  teams.” 
Andrews  stressed. 

il  must  he  remembered  ihai  the  airplane  is  notjusi  another  supporting  weapon  .  It  is 
the  only  weapon  that  ean  engage  with  equal  facility  land.  sea.  and  other  ail  forces.  Il  is 
another  means,  operating  in  another  element,  lor  the  same  basic  purpose  as  ground  and 
sea  power  destruction  ol  (he  enemy's  will  i<>  light 

He  further  argued  that  an  adequate  air  defense  could  not  be  built  under  the  existing 
organization.  The  United  States  was  a  secondary  air  power,  this  being  true  of  any 
Air  Corps  that  was  an  integral  part  of  an  Army  or  Navy.1  The  Air  Corps,  w  ith  its 
own  budget,  should  be  organized  under  the  Secretary  of  War  on  a  basis  coequal  in 
authority  with  the  Army.* 


'  Alter  his  lour  as  Commanding  ( iencral.  CiHQ  Air  f  orce.  Andrews  reverted  lo  Ills  permanent  rank 
ol  colonel,  (iencral  Marshall  then  hroughl  Andrews  to  the  War  Department  General  Stall  as  Assistant 
Chief  of  Staff  for  ( Ipcralions  and  Training,  promoting  him  to  brigadier  general  Andrews  was  the  tirsi 
Air  Corps  officer  ever  lo  hold  this  position,  baler  on.  Andrews  became  CG.  Panama  ("anal  Air  force: 
CG  Caribbean  Defense  Command.  CG.  C  S  forces  in  Middle  bast:  and  in  February  FMX  CG.  I  S 
forces  in  furopean  Theater  In  May  I94.C  l.t  Gen  Andrews  was  killed  in  an  air  crash  in  Iceland 
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General  Andrews'  views  had  brought  him  into  conflict  with  the  Chief  of  the 
Air  Corps.  General  Westover.  w  ho  opposed  separation  from  the  Army.*  Westover 
thought  that  in  the  years  alter  World  War  I.  when  the  budget  was  slashed,  all 
branches  had  suffered,  not  primarily  the  Air  Corps.  He  considered  much  of  the 
criticism  ot  the  War  Department  by  his  airmen  unjust.  These  years  were  difficult, 
he  insisted,  and  would  haw  been  so  even  if  a  separate  agency  had  control  of  Army 
aviation.  Westover  remarked  that  the  Army  had  made  a  good  record  in  support  of 
aviation.  He  charged  that  critics  both  within  the  military  and  without,  who 
vigorously  criticized  the  War  Department,  were  in  fact  professional  agitators. 
Additional  criticism  came  from  those  who  were  ignorant  of  the  issues  or  misun¬ 
derstood  the  facts.  To  Westover.  the  War  Department  "need  not  feel  ashamed  of  the 
showing  it  made  in  the  air."ls 

Meantime,  w  hile  the  battle  raged  in  the  1430s  over  organizing  the  Army  's  air 
arm.  the  Air  Corps  itself  did  not  neglect  doctrine.  In  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School 
and  elsewhere,  the  precision  day  light  bombing  doctrine  gained  ascendancy  and  air 
theorists  debated  whether  or  not  escort  fighters  were  necessary.  By  1435  bombard¬ 
ment  officers  accented  speed,  range,  and  altitude,  and  believed  that  fighter  escorts 
would  not  be  required.  With  an  austere  budget  and  better  bomber  performance, 
pursuit  aviation  lost  ground.  By  1932  the  Air  Corps  had  started  to  test  the  Boeing 
B  9  and  Martin  B  It)  bombers.  The  B-10  was  an  all-metal  monoplane  with  a 
speed  over  2(H)  miles-per-hour.  a  ceiling  of  21. (MX)  feet,  and  a  900-mile  range.  This 
craft  would  open  the  way  for  development  of  larger  and  faster  bombers. 

By  1934  the  Air  Corps  had  started  engineering  studies  and  announced  design 
competition  to  build  a  long-range,  multiengine  bomber  capable  of  carrying  a 
2(MK)-pound  bombload  Only  the  Boeing  Airplane  Company  submitted  a  design 
for  a  four-engine  aircraft.  Its  Model  299.  featuring  great  range,  substantial 
carrying  capacity,  and  high  speed,  became  the  prototype  of  the  B- 17  Flying 
Fortress.  The  XB-17  went  through  flight  testing  in  1935.  and  on  August  20.  1935. 
it  flew  from  Seattle  to  Dayton  at  average  speed  of  252  miles-per-hour.  setting  a 
nonstop  record  for  the  2.1(H)  miles.  By  August  1937.  thirteen  YB  17s  had  been 
delivered  to  the  Air  Corps. 

As  mentioned,  air  leaders  were  of  course  aware  of  the  gap  separating  doctrine 
from  available  weapons.  Geography  and  technology  continued  to  he  constricting 
factors.  An  enemy  attack  on  the  United  States  would  have  to  be  made  by  an 
expeditionary  army  supported  bv  naval  units  or  by  aircraft  launched  from  bases  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere.  As  noted,  the  defensive  mission  of  the  bomber  had 
drawn  Army  aviation  into  conflict  with  the  Navy  over  the  responsibility  for  aerial 
coastal  defense. 


‘Westover  was  killed  in  an  air  s rash  in  WAX  and  was  succeeded  by  Arnold 
Also,  development  of  ihe  Norden  1 1 0  A 1 1  and  Sperry  I  IWi  hombsighls  ease  bomber  advocates 
what  they  needed  for  precision  bombing 
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This  interservice  dispute  erupted  alter  the  war  and  lasted  through  the  1920s 
and  1930s.  In  January  1931  a  meeting  between  Arms  Chief  of  Stall  Gen.  Douglas 
MaeArthur  and  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  Adm.  William  V  Pratt  led  to  an 
informal  agreement  spelling  out  the  serviees'  responsibilities.  Naval  air  was  to 
conduct  missions  directly  connected  w  ith  fleet  movements;  land-based  Army  air 
would  del  end  the  home  coasts  land  overseas  possessions)  and  conduct  reconnais¬ 
sance  and  offensive  operations  beyond  the  lines  of  ground  forces. 

However,  the  MacArthur-Pratt  understanding  did  not  endure  because  Pratt's 
successor.  Adm  William  H.  Standley.  repudiated  the  agreement.  And  in  1934  the 
Joint  Board,  in  "Doctrines  for  the  employment  of  the  GHQ  Air  Force."  stated  that 
the  fleet  maintained  primary  responsibility  for  coastal  defense  and  implied  that  the 
Arms  air  arm  would  be  used  solelv  in  eases  of  insufficient  naval  power  to  deal  w  ith 
a  situation  at  sea. 

In  May  I93K  this  dispute  broke  dramatically  when,  during  joint  maneuvers, 
three  B  I7\  tlew  si\  hundred  miles  into  the  North  Atlantic  to  intercept  the  Italian 
liner  Rc\.  bound  toward  New  York  It  was  located  and  the  Air  Corps  made  certain 
that  details  of  this  operation  found  their  way  to  the  press  *  The  lury  of  naval 


'  A  Similar  escapade  h.ul  >  sen  rust  in  August  I'M*  when  (lie  W.n  I  lepailtttenl  .irul  Sac  >  agreed  ton 
secrel  evercise  tu  stolen  nine  il  An  (  orps  bonihei  s  could  locate  and  bomb  Sac  \  ships  In  a  lest,  t  icti 
Andrews  bombers  spoiled  (he  t  S  Saw's  battleship  1  toh  and  siiecesslullc  bombed  it  Subsc- 
quenllv.  the  secrecc  ot  the  contest  was  c  lolated  w  hen  a  new  se, islet  announced  tile  verdict  Sac  c  oilieers 
were  outraged 
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authorities  prompted  the  War  Department  to  issue  a  verbal  directive  prohibiting 
Army  air  operations  more  than  one  hundred  miles  trom  the  coast  Gen  Malm 
Craig,  who  replaced  MacArthur  in  October  1435.  sought  to  limit  the  Air  Corps' 
coast  defense  activities.  He  wanted  the  Air  Corps  to  concentrate  on  the  'iipport  o! 
Army  field  forces.  Craig  made  a  personal  agreement  with  the  Clmt  ot  Naval 
Operations  in  1438  limiting  the  Air  Corps  to  operational  fhghtsot  no  moie  than  one 
hundred  miles  from  shore 

Meanwhile,  as  noted,  bombardment  theorists  at  the  An  Corps  l.ulkal 
School — confident  that  long-range  bombers  carrying  heavy  bomb  loads  would  be 
produced- -had  formulated  the  high-altitude  day  light  precision  concept  I  he  idea 
was  to  attack  the  enemy's  economic  structure  and  ultimately  ,  it  necessary,  morale. 
Instructors  at  the  school  stressed  that  "no  harrier  .an  be  interposed  to  shield  the 
civil  populace  against  the  airplane."  The  objective  was  "to  force  an  unwilling 
enemy  government  to  accept  peace  on  terms  which  favor  our  policies.  Since  the 
actions  of  that  hostile  government  are  based  on  the  will  ot  the  people,  no  victory 
can  be  complete  until  that  will  can  be  molded  to  our  purpose."1 '  'Hus  mean!  using 
air  power  strategically.  American  airmen  had  been  trained  to  sink  ships,  and 
Mitchell's  demonstration  against  obsolete  warships  seemed  to  prove  that  precision 
bombing  would  work,  tven  so.  aircraft  were  not  yet  able  to  bomb  effectively  at 
night,  and  illuminated  bombsights  would  not  be  developed  until  World  War  II 


Chiet  ol  the  Air  Corps.  M,»i  (ion 
Oscar  Westmcr.  opposed  separaf 
mg  the  Air  Corps  trom  the  \nn\ 
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Despite  these  drawbacks,  precision  bombing  was  also  stressed  because  of  the 
public's  aversion  to  population  bombing. r 

In  the  1430s  then,  with  better  performing  bomber  and  pursuit  planes  being 
developed  and  produced,  and  w  ith  doctrine  being  refined,  the  debate  over  how  to 
organize  air  forces  intensified.  Traditionalists  in  the  War  Department  still  refused 
to  accept  strategic  bombing  as  a  way  to  avoid  the  carnage  of  the  battlefield.  The 
War  Department  General  Staff  believed  that  air  autonomy  would  result  in  de¬ 
creased  funds  for  the  rest  of  the  Army's  components.  The  leadership  of  the  War 
Department  held  that  independence  for  the  air  element  would  mean  less  than 
adequate  air  support  for  the  ground  Army.  On  the  other  hand,  the  aviators  fell  that 
only  when  they  administered  and  controlled  their  own  forces  could  aviation 
experience  the  requisite  growth.  In  retrospect.  Brig.  Gen.  Haywood  S.  Hansell. 
Jr.,  instructor  at  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School.  AAF  war  planner,  and  World  War  II 
commander,  noted  that  ‘proponents  of  the  two  ideas  soon  lost  all  sense  of 
proportion  in  the  very  intensity  of  their  zeal  There  was  a  tendency  of  the  airmen  to 
advocate  strategic  bombing  to  the  exclusion  of  all  else:  and  of  the  ground  soldiers 
to  view  bombardment  simply  as  more  artillery."  Hansell  added  that  if  the  General 
Staff  belittled  the  airmen's  claims,  "it  must  also  be  admitted  that  at  least  in  some 
very  small  measure  we  may  possibly  have  overstated  our  powers  and  understated 
our  limitations."3' 


Air  Organization  in  World  War  II 

However,  these  arguments  were  giving  way  to  the  pressure  of  events.  With 
Britain  in  a  desperate  struggle  against  Nazi  Germany,  air  operations  were  already 
becoming  important  to  U.S.  war  planning.  President  Roosevelt  had  ordered  a  huge 
expansion  of  aircraft  production.  “Military  aviation."  he  said,  “is  increasing  at  an 
unprecedented  and  alarming  rate.”  Nonetheless,  the  airmen  received  a  setback  in 
November  144(1.  when  the  GHQ  Air  Force  was  removed  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  AirCorps.  In  July  1440.  Gen.  George  C.  Marshall  had 
activated  a  General  Headquarters  under  the  command  of  Maj.  Gen.  Lesley  J. 
McNair,  to  train  tactical  units  through  the  four  field  armies.  The  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  then  asked  General  Arnold  to  submit  his  ideas  on  organization.  Arnold 
recommended  three  Deputy  Chiefs  of  Staff  for  the  Army — ground,  air.  and  service 
forces.  The  Deputy  Chief  for  Air  would  command  all  OCAC  and  GHQ  air  forces 
except  those  in  the  war  theaters.  Arnold's  proposal  was  opposed  bv  the  War 
Department  General  Staff.  In  October  1440.  Marshall  decided  to  appoint  Arnold  as 


*Air  historians  haw  often  observed  that  the  precision  concept  owed  much  to  the  American 
tradition  of  marksmanship  t  his  may  have  been  a  (actor,  but  a  more  persuasive  case  needs  to  he  made  tor 
the  climate  ot  opinion  in  the  1920s  and  1920s  which  was  strongly  opposed  to  bombing:  cities  (iencral 
Arnold,  a  perceptive  judge  ol  opinion,  was  impressed  with  this  public  teeline 
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Acting  Deputv  C  hid  o!  Stall  lor  Air,  a  position  Irom  winch  he  coukl  mediate 
between  OC  AC  and  (illQ  Air  Force  However.  CdlQ  An  Force  was  assigned  to  the 
e round-controlled  Oeneral  Headquarters  and  placed  under  the  direct  control  ol  the 
Commander  of  Arim  f  ield  forces  Also,  an  station  complements  again  came 
under  the  control  ot"  corps  area  commanders  W  <th  Arnold  as  I  fcputv  C  hie  I  ol  Stal  I 
lor  Air.  Mai  Cicn.  Cieorge  II  IJrett  became  Acting  Clue!  ol  the  Air  Corps  ' 
Thus  the  drive  tor  air  independence  sutiered  ;i  blow  Phis  reversion  to  split 
command  would  exist  until  June  1441.  when  the  Arms  Air  Forces  would  be 
established,  with  Arnold  as  Chief.  Still,  the  impact  ol  this  setback  ol  November 
1440  was  somewhat  softened  bv  Arnold  s  close  relationship  to  (icncral  Marshall. 
Arms  Chief  of  Staff,  and  bv  the  appointment  in  December  1440  ol  Robert  A 
Lovett  as  Special  Assistant  to  the  Seeretarv  ot  Vvnr  (to  be  redesignated  as  Assistant 
Secret arv  of  War  for  Air  in  April  144 1 )  Meanw  hile .  the  dillieultv  ol  getting  prompt 
action  on  air  matters  from  the  War  Department  (icncral  Stall  induced  (icncral 
Marshall  and  Seeretarv  of  War  Henrv  I.  Simison  n>  consulei  relorm  o|  air 
administration.  Arnold  had  alreadv  inlormed  Marshall  ol  the  need  lor  dec isions  to 
accelerate  the  arduous  task  of  rapidlv  building  up  the  air  arm  Action  must  be 
taken.  Stimson  directed. 

to  place  our  air  arm  under  one  rc"poriMhlc  he.»<!  and  phuo  w**t ked  ■  *»i*  ’  « 

develop  an  oruam/ation  slatted  and equipped  H-pr-w  rdc  ?Ik  eti»u!u1  (  '  w  i»h  oseni.a 
aircraft  units  tor  io*ni  operation*.  w  hile  .ti  the  *amc  link  s  vpaiivtmj  md  dv\  •■Mal./in.: 
our  Matt  work  to  permit  \ir  I<*kc  autonomy  «n  the  decree  ncvdc.i 

Accordingly,  in  late  March  1441.  Marshall  ordered  <  icncral  Arnold.  Deputv  Chief 
of  Stall  for  Air.  to  coordinate  all  an  mailers  Marshall  wanted  a  simpler  svstem 
with  direct  lines  ot  authority  In  April.  Mai  shall.  Arnold,  and  Lovell,  now 
Assistant  Seeretarv  of  War  tor  Air.  agreed  that  lor  the  time  being  quasi-autonomv 
for  the  air  arm  was  prclcrahle  to  separation  Irom  the  Army  I  hev  did  not  want  to 
generate  a  harsh  debate  when  the  Air  Corps  laced  the  lormidable  task  ol  expanding 
its  forces.  Hence,  a  compromise  was  reached  through  a  revision  of  Arms  Regula¬ 
tions  ( AR)  45  5  On  June  20.  1441 .  the  Arms  Air  forces  was  established,  the  lirsi 
major  organizational  step  toward  autonomv  since  formation  of  the  GHQ  Air  Force 
in  1455. 

Arms  Regulations  45  5  stipulated  that  the  AAF  "shall  consist  of  the  Head¬ 
quarters  Arms  Air  Forces,  the  Air  Force  Combat  Command,  the  Air  Corps,  and  all 
other  air  units  "  The  Chief  ot  Arms  Air  Forces  also  to  be  Deputv  Chiel  ot  Stall 
for  Air  would  be  dircctlv  responsible  to  the  Seeretarv  ol  War  and  the  Armv  duel 
of  Staff  tor  making  aviation  policies  and  plans  He  would  also  coordinate  the 
Office  ot  the  duel  ol  the  Air  Corps  agencies  and  an  Air  Force  Combat  Command 

'Brett  graduated  from  the  Vitemia  MiIii.ha  InMituu  m  1'*“*'  '"H’l!  Mu  i  a\a.r\  -r,  i  >(I  i'h: 
turned  M  .i\  lation  in  l‘J|*  lie  commanded  aitheUK  alter  \M*rld  W»r  I  ''mil  a  rcpii'aii.*:  in  llu  maictk 
held  between  the  warv  and  w.o  appointed  v . 'mniaridirrc  ffuvr  .»t  Nth  i  ■  lw,U'  . 
mid  prior  to  hcv.  »*ii tine  ViirnM  h  le  f » »l  r  lu.  \ir  (  .u|w  lu  had  K ( ;i  (  Mtuc,.  I>!K  ' 

at  Wrieht  |-ield  .md  then  .iKo  held  the  t“P  materiel  pi'viti. mi  m  !!k  «>!!io  >  '  tin  <  hu’.'irtk  V*  I  •  :'s 
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Hcnr\  1.  Snmson.  Sccrctarv 
ot  War.  advocated  I  mined  all 
tonomv  tor  the  Air  (  orps 


C«mrtc'>  Vdmn.i!  VshiW" 


( A FC’C ).  a  redesignated  GHQ  Air  Force.  Aeeording  to  AR  95-5.  the  Commanding 
General.  Air  Force  Combat  Command,  when  direeted  by  the  Chief  of  the  Army 
Air  Forces,  was  to  prepare  plans  for  defense  against  air  attack  on  the  continental 
United  States.  The  AFCC  was  further  responsible  for  operational  training  and 
development  of  air  doctrine.-'  The  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  would  supervise  research 
and  development,  procurement,  supply  and  maintenance.  He  would  in  addition 
supply  the  War  Department  w  ith  the  "basis  for  requirements  of  personnel,  equip¬ 
ment  and  stores  to  be  furnished  by  arms  and  services  to  the  Army  Air  Forces."  4 
Also,  the  Air  Council  was  created  to  review  periodically  all  Army  aviation 
projects  and  matters  of  aviation  policy.  The  council  comprised  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  War  tor  Air:  the  AAF  Chief  (President);  Chief.  War  Plans  Division 
(War  Department  General  Staff):  Commanding  General.  Air  Force  Combat  Com¬ 
mand:  and  the  Chief  ol  the  Air  Corps.  From  the  AAF's  view.  AR  95-5  was  just  an 
interim  solution  to  the  problem  of  gaining  even  more  autonomy,  although  this 
directive  gave  the  new  A  AF  chief  an  Air  Staff.  The  utility  of  the  Air  Staff  lay  in  its 
assisting  the  Chic!  ot  the  Army  Air  Forces  to  deal  with  aviation  matters  and  to  form 
air  policy  Creation  ot  ’’  1  it  Stuff  could  be  seen  to  stem  from  Stimson's  desire  to 

at  ford  the  Air  Forces  more  autonomy 

I  hc  Army  Air  Forces  also  enhanced  its  authority  on  July  III.  1941.  when  the 
Joint  A  rim  -  Nav  v  Board  added  to  its  members  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Stal  l  for  Air  as 
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well  as  the  Navy  s  Chief  of  the  Bureau  of  Aeronautics  Perhaps  the  most  meaning¬ 
ful  gain  occurred  in  August  ll)4l  when  General  Arnold  accompanied  President 
Franklin  I).  Roosevelt  to  the  Atlantic  Conference  meeting  with  British  Prime- 
Minister  Winston  Churchill.  Arnold  was  present  because  the  British  were  repre¬ 
sented  by  their  air.  ground,  and  naval  chiefs  (the  Royal  Air  Force  was  an  indepen¬ 
dent  service),  and  it  was  therefore  necessary  for  Roosevelt  to  have  his  ehiel  airman 
there.  But  it  was  equally  true  that  the  President  had  ordered  a  substantial  expansion 
of  aircraft  production  and  that  American  airmen  were  drafting  major  offensive  air 
plans.  Thus,  when  the  war  began.  Arnold  took  his  place  as  a  member  of  the  L'.S. 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (JCS)  and  the  Anglo-American  Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff 
(CCS).*  This  implied  recognition  that  the  Air  Forces  had  become  the  equal  ol  land 
and  sea  forces. 


*The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  commenced  formal  meetings  m  I  ebruars  1942  Dunne  the  war.  an 
official  charter  establishing  the  C.S  Joint  C  hiefs  was  never  promulgated  l  oi  a  succinct  consideration 
of  the  development  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  and  the  Combined  Chiefs  ol  Stall,  see  Ka\  S  (  line,  The  War 
Department,  Washington  Command  Post:  The  Operations  Division  (Washington.  |9>h.  pp  w.x  l Ob 


Mai  C»en  Map  Arnold  and 
C«.*n  George  C  Marshall  at 
Rjndolph  Held.  Texas.  1941. 
The  close  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  two  advanced  the 
cause  of  strengthening  the  air 
arm 
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While  this  air  buildup  was  proceeding,  the  Air  Corps  had  taken  a  number  of 
aetions  designed  to  strengthen  its  forces.  The  War  Department  had  formed  an  Air 
Defense  Command  in  earlv  1440  under  Brig.  Gen.  James  H.  Chaney.  This 
command  was  a  planning  agency;  responsibility  lor  continental  air  defense  re¬ 
mained  with  the  GHQ  Air  Force.  In  the  spring  of  1441.  the  War  Department 
established  the  Northeastern.  Central.  Southern,  and  Western  Defense  Commands 
to  plan  for  the  complete  defense  of  these  areas.  At  the  same  time,  air  districts  were 
redesignated  the  First.  Second.  Third,  and  Fourth  Air  Forces.  They  were  given  the 
responsibility  for  air  defense  planning  and  organization  along  the  east  coast;  in  the 
northwest  and  the  mountain  areas;  in  the  southeastern  region;  and  along  the  west 
coast  and  in  the  southwest.  In  late  1440  and  early  1441.  moves  were  also  taken  to 
strengthen  the  air  forces  in  such  places,  among  others,  as  the  Caribbean  and 
Hawaii.  A  Caribbean  Defense  Command  was  created  and  in  Hawaii  the  Hawaiian 
Air  Force  was  activated. 

Of  enduring  importance  to  the  AAF's  rising  influence  in  high  councils  was  the 
personal  relationship  of  Arnold  to  Marshall,  resting  on  mutual  respect  and  con¬ 
fidence.  They  had  come  to  know  each  other  in  1414  during  their  Army  service  in  the 
Philippines.  Marshall  trusted  Arnold's  judgment  in  air  matters  and  what  General 
Arnold  proposed.  Marshall,  if  possible,  usually  accepted.  As  Marshall  noted. 


I ’resident  Roosevelt  and  Brit¬ 
ish  Prime  Minister  Winston 
Churchill 

CiUirlOV  VlllMfU;  \ Tv  IlHcs 
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during  the  war  he  had  tried  to  make  Arnold  "as  nearly  as  I  could  Chief  of  Stall  of 
the  Air  without  any  restraint  although  he  was  very  subordinate.  And  he  was  very 
appreciative  of  this  Marshall  remarked  that  one  of  his  problems  early  in  the  war 
was  the  immaturity  of  Arnold's  staf  f  .  He  referred  not  necessarily  to  age.  but  to  lack 
of  experience  in  staff  work.  Additionally,  Marshall  took  exception  to  the  airmen's 
agitating  over  promotions  (they  were  not  coming  rapidly  enough)  and  the  need  for 
a  separate  air  force.  Separation,  asserted  Marshall,  "was  out  of  the  question  at  that 
time  Thev  didn't  have  the  trained  people  for  it  at  all.  .  .  .  When  they  came  back 
after  the  war.  the  Air  Corps  had  the  nucleus  of  very  able  staff  officers  but  that 
wasn't  true  at  all  at  the  start."-’" 

Meantime.  General  Marshall  linked  the  air  leaders'  desire  for  more  freedom 
with  his  own  conviction  that  it  was  time  to  decentralize  the  General  Staff's 
operating  responsibilities.  The  staff,  he  noted,  had  "lost  track  of  the  purpose  of  its 
existence  It  had  become  a  huge,  bureaucratic,  red  tape-ridden,  operating  agency. 
It  slowed  down  everything."  Many  staff  officers  had  to  coordinate  on  papers 
winding  their  way  through  the  echelons  of  the  War  Department.  The  chief  and  his 
three  deputies  had  become  mired  in  detail  and  paperwork.  Marshall  was  deter¬ 
mined  to  replace  the  horizontal  bureaucratic  structure  w  ith  a  vertical  one.  He  could 
then  devote  his  time  to  planning  strategy  and  directing  the  war.  And  Arnold,  of 
course,  looked  upon  AR  95  5  as  just  another  step  in  the  direction  of  autonomy.  The 
Air  Stal  l  still  had  to  answer  to  the  War  Department  General  Staff.  The  AAF  did  not 
control  its  own  budget  and  promotion  system,  a  constant  frustration  to  the 
airmen.*  Relations  between  the  Air  Force  Combat  Command  and  AAF  continued 
to  he  unsatisfactory  gist  as  those  between  the  Chief  of  the  Air  (  orps  and  GHQ  Air 
Force  had  been  divisive. 

Arnold  wanted  to  reorganize  to  eliminate  these  troubles  and  guarantee  the 
proper  exploitation  of  air  power  by  air  officers.  In  October  1941.  with  Arnold's 
approval.  Brig.  Gen  Carl  A  Spaatz.  Chief  of  the  Air  Staff,  recommended  that  the 
War  Department  create  three  autonomous  commands-  air  forces,  ground  forces, 
and  service  forces.  Although  the  War  Department  rejected  this  proposal.  Arnold  in 
November  suggested  a  similar  reorganization.  This  plan  centered  on  the  comple¬ 
mentary  relationship  of  ground  and  air  forces  in  modern  warfare.  In  an  unprece¬ 
dented  passage,  stressing  the  interdependence  of  the  principles  of  strategy  and 
organization.  General  Arnold  emphasized  the  unity  of  command. 

The  development  ol  the  Air  I  orce  .in  j  new  .iml  coord  mated  member  ol  the  combat  team 
has  introduced  new  methods  ot  waging  war  Although  the  bask  Principles  ol  War  remain 
unchanged,  the  introduction  ot  these  new  methods  has  altered  the  application  ot  those 
lYinciples  ot  War  to  modem  combat  In  the  past,  the  military  commander  has  been 
concerned  with  the  employment  ot  a  single  decisive  arm.  which  was  supported  bv 


"One  reason  why  Air  Corps  officers  wanted  a  separate  promotion  list  was  that  advancement  in  the 
.Army  depended  on  length  of  commissioned  service.  Most  aviators,  being  relatively  young,  ranked 
considerably  down  the  Army's  single  promotion  list  Also,  livers  underwent  longer  training  than 
ground  otficers  prior  to  commissioning.  This  meant  the  airmen  as  a  group  fell  behind  in  the  promotion 
cvcle 
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.luxilian  arms  and  serviwv  .  Today  Ihc  miliiary  tonmiandcr  has  luo  sirikmi!  arms 
These  two  arms  are  capable  of  operating  together  at  a  single  time  and  place,  on  the 
halt letield  But  they  are  also  capable  ol  operating  singly  at  places  remote  from  each 
other  The  great  range  of  the  air  arm  makes  it  possible  to  strike  la r  from  the  battle  held, 
and  attack  the  sources  ot  enemy  military  power  The  mohiltts  ot  the  air  lorcc  makes  it 
possible  to  swing  the  mass  of  that  striking  power  from  those  distant  objectives  to  am 
selected  portion  of  the  battle  f  ront  in  a  matter  of  hours  even  though  the  bases  ot  the  air 
force  may  be  widely  separated.  '" 

According  to  Arnold,  unity  of  command  had  in  effect  been  achieved  within 
the  AAF.  but  not  yet  between  the  ground  forces  and  air  forces.  A  "superior" 
commander  was  now  required  to  determine  the  proper  use  of  forces  for  maximum 
results.  Also  needed  was  a  superior  coordinating  staff,  embracing  both  air  and 
ground  personnel.  Arnold  further  recommended  that  the  air  forces  and  ground 
forces  should  have  equal  access  to  the  common  services  and  supply  arms/' 

The  War  Plans  Division  of  the  War  Department  General  Staff  approved 
Arnold's  plan  in  principle,  but  before  action  could  be  taken  the  Japanese  attacked 
Pearl  Harbor  and  the  United  States  was  at  war.  However,  partly  ow  ing  to  Arnold's 
proposal.  Marshall  in  January  1442  appointed  Maj.  Gen.  Joseph  T.  McNarney  of 
the  Air  Corps  to  head  a  War  Department  Reorganization  Committee.  Serving 
under  McNarney  were  Col.  William  K.  Harrison.  Jr.,  and  AAF  Lt.  Col.  Laurence 
S.  Kuter  * 

Out  of  this  committee's  deliberations  came  War  Department  Circular  54.  War 
Department  Reorganization.  March  2.  1442.  by  w  hich  the  Army  Air  Forces  under 
Arnold  achieved  the  kind  of  autonomy  that  Stimson  and  Marshall  had  envisioned. 
Effective  March  4,  this  reorganization  was  for  the  duration  of  the  war  plus  six 
months  under  the  First  War  Powers  Act  of  December  IX.  1441.  Most  important 
from  the  AAF  view.  Circular  54  made  the  Army  Air  Forces  one  of  three  autono¬ 
mous  Army  commands,  along  with  the  Army  Ground  Forces  (AGFl  and  the 
Sc  vices  of  Supply  [subsequently  Army  Service  Forces  I A S F ) | .  the  structure  that 
had  been  recommended  by  Arnold  and  Spaatz.  General  Marshall  remained  as 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  War  Department.  Below  the  Chief  of  Staff  were  Lt.  Gen. 
Henry  H.  Arnold.  Commanding  General.  Army  Air  Forces;  Lt.  Gen.  Lesley  .1. 


*Kuter.  a  1927  graduate  ot  the  I  S  Military  Academy.  had  taught  at  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School 
in  the  late  1930s  and  had  functioned  as  a  planner  w  ith  the  War  Department  ( icneral  Stall  from  1939-42 
His  intellectual  capacity  was  highly  regarded  by  senior  officers  Marshall  had  been  impressed  with 
Kuter  as  a  young  staff  officer  He  had  asked  Arnold  why  he  didn't  make  Kuter  a  general.  .According  to 
Marshall.  (ieneraJ  .Arnold  had  replied  that  he  could  not  because  lie  would  lose  all  his  stall  They  would 
all  quit  on  him  if  a  man  that  young  was  made  a  general.  So.  recalled  Marshall,  "the  next  list  that  came 
in.  I  just  wrote  the  officer's  name  on  it  Within  one  month  he  was  a  lieutenant  colonel  A  month  af  ter  that 
he  had  his  first  star'  (Porrest  C  Pogue.  Otorvt  (  Marshall  Ordeal  and  Hope  (New  York.  I90M.  p 
291  i  (icneral  McNarney  was  a  distinguished  officer,  a  graduate  ol  West  Point  who  had  been  commis¬ 
sioned  a  second  lieutenant  in  the  infantry  in  I9f5  |n  World  War !.  McNarney  served  with  the  1st  Aero 
Squadron  He  saw  service  with  the  War  Department  (icneral  Staff  and  in  the  early  1930s  was 
commandant  of  the  Primary  Plying  School.  March  f  ield .  Calif  In  1935  he  went  to  Langley  f  ield.  Va  . 
as  Assistant  Chief  ot  Staff,  to  helporgam/e  the  ( ill(„)  AirPorce  Prior  to  World  War  II.  he  was  a  member 
of  the  War  Plan*'  Division.  W'D(iS 
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McNair,  Commanding  General.  Army  Ground  Forces:  and  Maj.  Gen.  Brehon  B. 
Somervell.  Commanding  General.  Services  of  Supply.  The  functions  of  the 
Commanding  General.  Air  Force  Combat  Command  and  the  Chief  of  the  Air 
Corps  were  transferred  to  the  Commanding  General.  Army  Air  Forces.*  Circular 
59  described  the  mission  of  Army  Air  Forces  as  “to  procure  and  maintain 
equipment  peculiar  to  the  Army  Air  Forces,  and  to  provide  air  force  units  properly 
organized,  trained  and  equipped  for  combat  operations.  Procurement  and  related 
functions  will  be  executed  under  the  direction  of  the  Linder  Secretary  of  War.'"" 

Among  duties  assigned  to  Army  Air  Forces  were  the  operation  of  replacement 
training  centers  and  schools;  organization  of  tactical  units  as  directed  by  the  War 
Department:  development  of  tactical  and  training  doctrine,  tables  of  organization, 
military  characteristics  of  aircraft,  weapons,  and  equipment,  and  operational 
changes  needed  in  equipment,  aircraft,  and  weapons  of  the  Army  Air  Forces;  and 
also  development  (jointly  with  the  Commanding  General.  Army  Ground  Forces) 
of  ground-air  support,  tactical  training,  and  doctrine  in  conformity  with  policies 
prescribed  by  the  War  Department  Chief  of  Staff.'1  After  March  1942.  the  Air 
Corps — which  had  been  established  by  law — remained  the  chief  component  of  the 
AAF.  but  the  OCAC  and  AFCC  were  abolished,  their  functions  taken  over  by  AAF 
Headquarters.  Officers  continued  to  be  commis1  ioned  in  the  Air  Corps.  This  so- 
called  “Marshall  reorganization"  enabled  the  Chief  of  Staff  to  plot  strategy  and 
direct  global  forces  while  the  commands  controlled  administration  and  executed 
policy.  McNamey  observed  that  decisions  would  now  be  based  upon  a  more 
deliberate  consideration  of  the  issues.  Thus,  the  AAF  had  attained  a  substantial 
measure  of  autonomy  within  the  structure  of  the  War  Department,  a  reorganization 
that  Maj.  Gen.  Otto  L.  Nelson,  Jr.,  of  the  War  Department  General  Staff  called 
"the  most  drastic  and  fundamental  change  which  the  War  Department  had  experi¬ 
enced  since  the  establishment  of  the  General  Staff  by  Elihu  Root  in  >903.'"-  But 
this  setup  would  expire  six  months  after  the  close  of  the  war.  in  accordance  with  the 
First  War  Powers  Act  of  December  18,  1941. 

Despite  this  restructuring,  administrative  problems  persisted.  Coordination 
within  Headquarters  AAF  at  times  suffered  since  it  was  hard  to  fix  final  respon¬ 
sibility  for  various  actions.  Complaints  from  the  field  continued,  the  most  preva¬ 
lent  being  that  the  headquarters  organization  was  confusing.  With  the  AAF 
buildup  going  on.  even  more  decentralization  became  a  major  objective.  In 
consequence,  after  several  headquarters  studies,  and  proposals  by  General  Ar¬ 
nold,  a  major  reshuffling  ensued.  This  new  organization  of  March  29.  1943. 
abolished  directorates  and  combined  policymaking  with  control  of  operations  in 
six  reconfigured  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff  (A-staff)  offices:  Personnel:  Intel¬ 
ligence;  Training;  Materiel,  Maintenance,  and  Distribution;  Operations.  Commit¬ 
ments  and  Requirements;  and  Plans.  In  addition,  there  were  three  deputy  chiefs  of 


‘After  this  March  1442  reorganization.  General  Arnold.  Commanding  General.  A AK  formed  an 
Advisory  Council  separate  from  the  Air  Staff— to  report  directly  to  him  See  C'hapier  II 
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air  stall  formed  in  1043  and  tour  from  1944  on  The  AAF  reorganization  ol  March 
1444  was  the  last  major  wartime  headquarters  realignment 

As  noted,  the  status  of  Arms  Air  forces  had  been  enhanced  h\  Arnold's 
membership  on  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Stall  and  the  Combined  Chiefs  ot  Stall .  w  here 
the  AAF  Commander  was  privy  to — and  could  attempt  to  influence  polio  and 
plans.*  The  AAF's  status  and  prestige  received  another  boost  from  publication  of 
War  Department  field  Manual  (FM)  100-20.  Command  ami  l.mplmmcni  <>t  Air 
Power.  July  21.  1943.  This  manual  established  the  strategic,  tactical,  and  air 
defense  roles  as  the  primary  functional  missions  of  the  air  forces  General  Kilter 
played  a  signilicunt  part  in  drafting  this  manual,  having  shown  the  interdepen¬ 
dence  of  ground  and  air  forces  in  North  African  operations  and  has  ing  corn  meed 
the  War  Department  of  the  need  to  state  this  in  such  a  publication  "Land  power 
and  air  power."  stated  FM  100-20. 

arc  Lit  equal  and  interdependent  forces.  neither  is  an  au \ 1 1 l.n \  ol  the  other  the 

gaming  ol  air  superiority  is  the  first  requirement  for  the  success  ol  any  m.iior  land 
operation  I  and  lorees  operating  without  ail  superiority  must  take  such  extensive 
security  measures  against  hostile  air  attack  that  their  mohilily  and  ahility  to  defeat  the 
enemy  land  lorees  are  greatly  reduced  1 

the  key  tenet  was  that  air  forces  should  be  used  primarily  against  the  enemy's  air 
forces  until  air  superiority  was  gained 

Based  on  the  evolving  experience  of  World  War  II.  especially  in  the  North 
African  theater,  this  War  Department  directive  defined  command  of  air  and  ground 
forces  in  a  theater  of  operations.  Control  of  air  power,  it  pointed  out.  must  be 
centralized  and  command  exercised  through  the  air  force  commander.  As  for  the 
responsibility  of  a  theater  commander: 

The  command  of  air  and  ground  lorees  m  a  theater  ol  operations  will  be  vested  in  the 
superior  commander  charged  with  the  actual  conduct  ot  operations  in  the  theater,  who 
w  ill  exercise  command  ol  air  lorees  through  the  air  force  commander  and  command  of 
ground  forces  through  the  ground  force  commander  The  superior  commander  will  not 
attach  Army  Air  l  orees  to  units  under  his  command  except  w  hen  such  ground  lorce  units 
are  operating  independently  or  are  isolated  by  distance  or  lack  of  communication 

Usually  there  would  be  one  air  force — the  largest  AAF  tactical  unit—  in  a  (healer  of 
operations.  Normal  composition  of  an  air  force,  under  FM  l()tf-2().  included 
strategic,  tactical,  air  defense,  and  air  service  elements.  AAF  tactical  (offensive 
and  defensive)  air  units  were  designated  tlight.  squadron,  group,  wing,  division. 


'Tor  an  assessment  ol  Arnold's  wartime  leadership,  see  Mai  (Sen  John  \V  Huston.  I  he  Wartime 
l  eadership  ot  Hap  Arnold,"  in  Air  Power  and  Warfare.  Proceedings  ol  the  Sth  Military  Histoiy 
Symposium,  1  S  Air  force  Academy.  October  IS  20.  107K  (Washington.  PP!,ii 

Brig  (ien  K  uier  was  named  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Stall.  Plans,  ut  Mav  I'M'  Previous  to  this 
assignment.  Kutcr  was  Commanding  General.  Allied  Tactical  Air  forces  and  then  American  IK- pun 
Commander  under  Air  Vice  Marshal  Sir  Arthur  Coningham.  Commander  in  Cluet  ot  the  Noith  XI t  wan 
lactis.il  Air  forces  They  successfully  demonstrated  the  concept  ol  units  ol  command  ol  all  air  elements 
uiulet  a  single  air  commander,  working  closely  with  the  ground  lories 


ill 
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command,  and  an  force  '  t  he  major  aim  of  flic  strategic  air  force  was  to  defeat  flic 
enemy  nation  Selection  of  strategic  objectives  was  done  by  the  theater  com 
mander  He  would  as  a  rule  assign  a  hroad  mission  to  the  strategic  air  force 
commander  and  follow  with  specific  directives. 

F.M  100  20  stipulated  five  hinds  of  tactical  aviation,  homhardment.  tighter, 
reconnaissance,  photographic,  and  troop  carrier.  Basie  tasks  of  combat  operations 
included:  Destroy  hostile  air  forces;  destroy  existing  bases:  operate  against  hostile 
land  and  sea  forces;  wage  offensive  air  warfare  against  sources  of  enemy  strength, 
military  and  economic:  and  operate  as  part  of  task  forces  in  military  operations.  ' 
Until  the  close  of  the  war.  TM  100-  20  was  the  definitive  War  Department  directive 
on  employment  of  air  power  in  joint  operations.  Mostlv.  it  defined  the  tenets  of 
unity  of  command  in  theaters  of  operations.  The  issue  of  unite  ol  command  in 
theaters  and  in  the  various  headquarters  m  Washington,  entwined  as  it  was  with 
roles  and  missions,  would  become  a  key  issue  during  the  postwar  unification 
struggle. 


Anticipating  Postwar  Reorganization 

Thus,  although  changes  in  the  organization  of  the  War  Department  and  the 
Army  Air  Forces  had  been  made:  and  the  importance  of  unity  of  command  had 
been  recognized  and  at  least  in  part  acted  upon:  the  global  scope  of  this  eonlliet. 
with  its  concomitant  organizational  demands,  forced  military  leaders  to  anticipate 
even  more  sweeping  changes  once  the  war  ended.  General  Marshall  held  strong 
opinions  on  the  subject  of  organization. 

For  the  postwar  period,  he  favored  a  single  Department  of  Defense  with 
coequal  ground,  air.  and  naval  elements.  In  November  1943.  Marshall  had  for¬ 
mally  approved  the  basic  idea  of  a  single  department  and  referred  it  to  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff.  "The  lack  ol  real  unity  of  command."  his  War  Department 
planners  said,  "has  handicapped  the  successful  conduct  of  this  war."  Cnificd 
command  at  top  echelons  had  been  pursued  by  means  of  joint  committees  to 
coordinate  Army  and  Navy  policies.  Given  separate  military  departments,  these 
committees  were  perhaps  the  best  solution  possible  during  the  war.  But  neither  the 
War  Department  nor  the  AAF  considered  them  to  he  a  completely  satisfactory 


'  The  Might.  the  basic  tactical  unit,  consisted  ol  two  ot  more  planes  the  sejuadron  comprised  tlucc 
or  more  flights.  the  group  was  composed  ol  ihicc  or  more  squadrons.  two  of  more  w  mg''  I  on  net  I  an  an 
division:  an  air  command,  which  was  both  tactical  and  administrative.  might  have  divisions,  wings 
groups,  and  service  and  auxdiarv  units  I  he  group,  made  up  ol  ihree  or  lout  squadions  and  Nippon 
elements,  was  the  basic  A  \f  combat  unit  1  he  etoup  would  consist  ol  >>  Ins  planes  and  itom  one 
thousand  to  two  thousand  men  During  the  w.ti.  reMectim:  the  mthieiKe  c»t  the  K  \l  tin  command 
became  the  major  entitv  lor  cot irdm.it ion  between  the  .m  commander  and  ho  e  roups  I  he  w  me  served 
cbieMv  lor  tactu  al  control 
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answer  to  a  thorny  problem.'  The  War  Department  argued  that:  "Any  system 
which  depends  upon  eommittee  action  tot  high-le\c:  limitary  decisions  in  time  ot 
stress  is  unsatisfactory,  as  it  lacks  the  quality  ot  prompt  and  decisive  action  that 
springs  only  from  true  unity  of  command  Both  the  War  Department  and  the 
Army  Air  Forces  wanted  a  single  department  headed  by  a  strong  administrator 
with  substantial  powers  at  his  command.  Na\>  Department  officials  supported 
improvement  of  the  existing  system  of  coordination  within  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff* 

As  mentioned,  the  War  Department  General  Stall  had  been  impressed  by  the 
necessity  for  combined  ground,  air.  and  sea  operations  w  hose  success  depended  on 
unity  of  command  under  a  single  commander.  Moreover,  as  stressed  in  FM 
100  20.  effective  coordination  must  not  only  exist  at  the  highest  level,  hut  down 
through  the  command  chain  to  task  force  commanders  w  ho  directed  forces  of  more 
than  one  service.  The  United  States  had  entered  the  war  unprepared  for  large-scale 
combined  operations.  Since  the  exigencies  of  war  hud  forced  the  services  into 
combined,  coordinated  operations,  the  single  department  conceivably  could  be  the 
answer  in  the  postwar  period."' 


■Sec  Chapter  III 


Brie  (ien  l.aureiKeS  kutet 
Ho  experience  with  the  Brit¬ 
ish  in  North  Xtrica  toil  him  to 
.uhovnte  eivine  priority  to  the 
establishment  ot  air  supen 
oritx  in  any  Inline  conlhvt 
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During  the  war.  General  Marshall  hail  frequently  said  that  the  postwar 
environment  would  he  austere,  lie  reealled  the  ehaos  ereated  In  demobilization 
alter  the  first  World  War.  anil  remembered  that  Congress  in  1416  and  again  m  1424 
had  rejeeted  the  concept  of  a  large  standing  army.  So  in  November  1 44 1 .  Marshall 
had  brought  Brig.  Gen.  John  MeAuley  Palmer  out  ol  retirement,  at  the  age  ol  71 .  to 
be  his  personal  auviser  on  organization  and  to  serve  as  liaison  with  the  National 
Guard.*  Marshall  and  Palmer  had  served  together  with  General  Pershing.  Mar¬ 
shall  knew  that  Palmer,  unlike  some  Regular  Army  men.  believed  that  in  wartime 
the  Army  should  be  a  citizen  army,  draw  n  from  the  reserves  Palmer  advocated  the 
citizen  army  approach  and  a  system  ol  universal  military  training  i  I'M T).  Alter  the 
Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor,  Palmer  devoted  nearlv  all  o!  his  time  to  postwar 
planning/"  While  Marshall.  Palmer,  and  Secretarv  of  War  Henrv  I.  Stimson 
strongly  backed  I'MT.  the  Army  stall  opposed  reliance  on  the  citizen  reserve 
Army  Yet.  as  long  as  Marshall  was  Chief  of  Staff,  the  War  Department  lirmlv 
supported  I'MT  in  its  official  positions  and  before  the  Congress.  Marshall  did  not 
believe  that  the  public  would  go  along  with  a  postwar  army  larger  than  275.000 
men.  Set  on  having  peacetime  plans  readv  for  congressional  consideration.  Mar¬ 
shall  in  June  1442  formed  a  Post  War  Planning  Board  to  ileal  with  the  question  of 
organization.  And  in  April  1443.  Marshall  instructed  General  Somervell  to  begin  a 
study  of  demobilization  planning.  Somervell  set  up  a  Project  Planning  Division  in 
the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Commanding  General  for  Service  Commands  to  recom¬ 
mend  an  appropriate  organization  to  supervise  demobilization  Then  in  May  the 
War  Department  General  Staff's  Special  Planning  Division  (SPDi  was  ereated  to 
review  postwar  organization. 

Too.  War  Department  Circular  347  of  August  I  >44 .  prepared  by  Palmer, 
prescribed  that  in  its  postwar  plans  the  War  Department  would  adhere  primarily  to 
a  "professional  peace  establishment"  of  trained  militia  the  National  Guard  and 
Reserve  forces/1  This  circular  mirrored  Marshall  s  v  lews,  describing  a  temporarv 
standing  army  in  the  immediate  postwar  period.  It  defined  the  permanent  military 
establishment  as  those  forces  related  ton  later  period  "when  the  future  world  order 
can  be  envisaged.”"'  The  peace  establishment  would  be  based  upon  a  system  ol 
universal  training.  The  large  standing  army  organization,  such  as  nourished  in 
Germany  and  Japan,  had  no  place  in  the  United  States.  This  country,  with  its 
democratic  heritage,  required  forces  no  larger  than  necessarv  to  meet  normal 
peacetime  needs.  As  viewed  by  General  Marshall,  the  advantage  of  the  small 
standing  army  was  that  its  leadership  could  be  drawn  from  the  whole  of  societv.' 
However,  the  Army  stall  generally  favored  a  larger  standing  armv  than  Marshall 


■|»)i  a  consideration  of  lohn  NK  \ule\  f*almct.  sec  Irvine  B  Holley  Ir  .  ( icncral  \f  l\ifnu  >. 

(  m.t  n  S ohtu  rs  atul  lln  \ttn\  <>t  a  lh  nunt<u  \.  Westport.  (ireenvvoud  Press.  |*>S2 

I  'T  a  detailed  treatment  of  the  vieus  of  Marshall  and  the  Armv  'stall,  see  .lames  I  Hcwew  It  . 
f  rnmN'H'tti'  \fi  \iiMtiru  \r/'t\  ( anJ  Jvon  t  Washington.  |lP>f.  pp 
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thought  realistic  and  it  was  also  known  that  General  Dwight  I)  Eisenhower.  to 
become  Arms  Chief  of  Staff  m  November  I ‘>45.  regarded  Marshall's  postwar 
planning  figures  as  inadequate  l; 

According  to  War  Department  planners,  austerity  would  require  a  determined 
elimination  of  overlapping  functions  for  example,  cconomv  would  demand 
centralized  control  of  military  supplies  in  peacetime  '  In  late  1945  the  planners 
recommended  that  a  single  Department  ol  War  should  be  headed  by  a  Sevetary  of 
War  with  four  Under  Secretaries,  organized  into  Ground  forces.  Air  forces,  and 
Naval  Forces.  There  would  be  a  common  Supply  Department.  They  also  suggested 
a  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  President,  a  post  held  during  the  war  by  Adm.  William  D. 
l.eahv.  The  Chief  of  Staff  would  head  a  General  Stall  composed  ol  the  Chiefs  of 
Staff  of  the  three  services  land  the  Chief  of  Supply  C' 

The  planners  urged  the  War  Department  to  propose  through  the  Joint  Chiefs 
to  the  President  the  appointment  of  a  commission.  It  would  survey  in  detail  the 
Army  and  Navy  establishments  and  make  recommendations  for  efficient  and 
economical  operation  under  a  single  department. 4  This  should  be  done  when 
consideration  of  such  a  proposal  would  no!  adversely  af  fect  the  prosecution  of  the 
war.  *  Doing  away  w  ith  duplication  and  the  importance  of  crusading  f  or  economy 
became  recurrent  War  Department  .themes.  Brig.  Gen.  William  K  Tompkins. 
Marshall's  top  postwar  planner  and  Director.  Special  Planning  Division,  testified 
in  April  1944  to  the  House  Select  Committee  on  Post-War  Military  Policy  (Wood- 
rum  Committee): 

We  realize  that  in  the  post-war  era  this  Nation  will  he  struggling  under  the  burden  "I  a 
large  puhlw  debt  and  that  while  the  Nation  will  require  adequate  national  security  u  w ill 
also  demand  that  measures  lor  this  security  he  such  as  to  provide  tor  maximum 
efficiency  and  economy  m  the  elimination  of  overlapping  and  duplication  and  competi¬ 
tion  between  agencies  “ 

By  1945.  with  the  war  in  its  linal  stages.  General  Marshall  (like  General 
Eisenhower)  thought  that  the  most  meaningful  lesson  ol  the  war  was  that  unified 
command  had  become  a  necessity.  The  way  to  assure  unity  of  command  was  to 
create  a  single  Department  of  National  Defense.  This  view  had  been  espoused  by 
the  War  Department  in  April  1944  before  the  Wood  rum  Committee.  Since  then. 
Marshall  had  become  more  certain  than  ever  that  the  single  Department  was  the 
best  way  to  achieve  unification.  Defense  problems  were  not  susceptible  to  solution 
by  independent  action  ot  each  service.  Duplication  could  be  held  to  a  minimum 
and  major  economics  realized  by  unification  through  standardizing  policies  and 
procedures  in  fields  such  as  procurement,  supply,  and  construction. “  Maintenance 
of  a  large  standing  peacetime  army  would  not  he  possible.  The  military  would  rely 
upon  a  system  of  universal  military  training.  The  postwar  mihtarv  establishment 
would  comprise  the  Regular  Army,  the  National  Guard,  ami  the  Organized 


*!n  1944  the  Joint  Chiefs  formed  a  JCS  Special  Committee  lor  Keoream/jimn  o)  National 
Defense  In  its  April  1 94*  report  the  committee  recommended  a  smele  Department  ol  Defense  w  ith  .1 
separate  Air  f  orce  See  Chapter  III 
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Reserve.'"  The  UMT  system  would  furnish  the  trained  manpower  reserve.  Mar¬ 
shall's  eoneept  was  for  Reserve  officers  to  train  young  men  in  the  UMT  program. 
Thus,  a  substantial  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  (ROTO  would  be  needed  as 
well  as  officer  candidate  schools.'1 

Both  Marshall  and  Eisenhower  supported  a  separate  Air  force.  -  However, 
because  bisenhower  became  Army  Chief  of  staff  in  November  1945.  he  would 
carry  the  burden  of  the  Army's  postwar  leadership  in  advocating  an  independent 
Air  Force.  General  bisenhower  had  become  convinced  that  there  should  be  an  Air 
Force  coequal  to  the  Army  and  Navy.  He  called  this  the  principle  of  the  "three- 
legged  stool."  with  each  leg  equally  important — Army.  Navy  and  Air  Force. 
Eisenhower's  opinion  was  based  upon  his  own  experience  as  Supreme  Commander 
in  Europe,  where  he  had  witnessed  the  effectiveness  of  air  forces  in  both  the 
tactical  and  strategic  roles.  He  was  quick  to  remind  people  that  the  successful 
invasion  of  the  European  continent  would  have  been  impossible  without  air 
superiority.'-  Also,  bisenhower  had  enjoyed  an  especially  fine  relationship  w  ith 
his  top  airman.  General  Spaatz.  and  the  Supreme  Commander  appreciated  the  v  ast 
capabilities  of  air  power  under  theater  command. 

L t.  Gen.  Ira  C.  baker,  who  as  AAF  Deputy  Commander  was  instrumental  in 
the  planning  and  organizing  of  the  postwar  Air  Force,  observed  that  the  relation¬ 
ship  betwen  Eisenhower  and  Spaatz  "undoubtedly  was  primary"  in  the  support 
that  General  Eisenhower  gave  to  the  drive  for  air  autonomy  "  Eisenhower  admired 
Spaatz'  quiet  competence,  dedication  to  mission,  and  loyalty.  Beyond  question. 
Eisenhower  was  now  an  advocate  for  air  power.  In  addition,  he  firmly  believed  that 
unification  was  needed  to  ensure  American  security  and  to  reduce  the  duplication 
so  prevalent  during  the  war.  I'pon  returning  from  Europe.  Eisenhower  told  his  staff 
and  commanders  that  he  expected  them  to  support  the  defense  reorganization 
program,  including  a  separate  Air  Force 

However,  naval  leaders  thought  otherwise.  Before  the  end  of  the  war.  the 
Navv  had  taken  a  firm  position  opposed  to  unification  (a  single  Department  of 
National  Defense)  and  an  independent  Air  Force  James  V  Forrestal.  Secretary  of 
the  Navv.  Adm.  Ernest  J.  King,  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  and  Adm.  William  I). 
Leahy.  Chief  of  Staff  to  President  Roosevelt,  argued  that  sufficient  unity  of 
command  had  been  secured  during  the  war.  Evolution  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
itself  and  creation  of  the  various  JCS  committees,  which  allegedly  fostered 
coordination,  rendered  undesirable  what  the  Navv  termed  "revolutionary" 
reorganization.  In  the  various  and  increasingly  frequent  proposals  for  unification 
and  a  separate  Air  Force,  naval  leaders  detected  a  distinct  threat  to  the  existence  of 
the  Fleet  Air  Arm  and  the  Marine  Corps.  The  Navy  likewise  feared  that  eventually 


*  While  during  the  war  Marshall  generally  submerged  this  view  tn  the  paramount  goal  oi  w  inning 
the  war.  there  is  no  doubt  fhut  he  favored  a  separate  Air  I  oao  coequal  t-*  the  \nm  and  N.iw  See  I  orrest 
('  Pogue.  (iror^cC  Marshall:  Organizer  of  \ Vc/on.  W.'  NJ*  i  New  N v >r k  (  hap  1\  .  memo, 

l  aker  to  Wolk.  l  eb  3.  1977 


Naval  leaders  opposed  tmihcalion  ol  the  armed  services  and  estab- 
llshment  of  an  independent  Air  lorce  Above:  Seeretarv  ol  the  Nav  v 
James  f  orresla)  I  second  from  lef  t  i  examines  photographs  ol  the 
lourth  atomic  bomb  burst  on  Bikini  Atoll  \\  ith  the  seeretarv  are  t  ol 
ttiul  T  Cullen  I  left  >  and  Commodore  Ben  H  Wv alt  i  right.  bending  i 


-  (I.eftlAdm  truest 
|  J.  King.  Chief  ol 
.  Naval  Operations 


(Right)  Ad  in. 
William  1)  l.eahv. 
Chief  of  Stall  b 
the  President 
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decisions  on  naval  weapons  and  naval  a  Hairs  would  be  made  by  officials  without 
the  requisite  knowledge,  or  even  worse  by  people  who  would  not  have  the  Navy's 
best  interests  foremost  in  mind.  To  men  like  Forresta! .  King,  and  Leahy,  these 
issues  were  real  and  threatening.  They  were  determined  generally  to  preserve  the 
wartime  organization. 

General  Arnold  also  held  firm  views  on  postwar  organi/ation.  He  naturally 
championed  a  separate  Air  Force  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  He  agreed  w  ith 
Marshall  on  the  need  for  a  military  structure  geared  to  unity  of  command.  Roth 
men  wanted  to  avoid  the  chaos  that  accompanied  demobilization  after  World  War  I 
In  April  1943.  Arnold  had  set  up  the  Special  Projects  Office  to  evolve  postwar  plans 
and  to  coordinate  them  with  the  War  Department.  And  in  July  1943.  he  had 
directed  Brig.  Gen.  Laurence  S.  Kuter.  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  Plans,  to  form 
a  Post  War  Division.*  Whereas  Marshall  saw  the  need  for  universal  military 
training  as  opposed  to  a  large  standing  army.  Arnold  promoted  the  idea  of  a 
substantial  Air  Force  in  being  that  could  swiftly  expand. 

The  question  of  a  large  postwar  standing  army  versus  the  concept  of  L  ATI  had 
not  been  confronted  by  the  services  during  the  early  part  of  the  war.  But  as  the 
conflict  reached  the  final  phase,  this  matter  naturally  grew  more  active  and 
controversial.  In  the  spring  of  1945.  Arnold  tackled  this  issue  head-on.  He 
informed  Marshall  that  l  M  l  should  not  be  substituted  tor  an  M  day  lorce.  i  c . .  an 
adequate  standing  An  force  Reserves  simply  could  not  match  combat  units  w  Inch 
should  be  instantly  ready  lor  employment  In  case  o|  war.  rapid  expansion  ot  lorccs 
should  be  anticipated  and  tlierelore  a  sizable  standing  training  establishment 
would  be  needed  With  approval  "I  the  "ii  group  program  m  August  1945.  a 
reduction  from  a  Itl5  group  pl.m.  the  leadership  o|  the  \rmy  \u  Foices  would 
staunchly  oppose  the  l  M  I  piogiam.  ultimately  championed  hv  both  Gcnetal 
Marshal!  and  President  Haro  S  tinman 

Arnold  had  other  matters  on  his  mind  reinforcing  Ins  resolve  to  move  ahead 
with  postwar  plans  and  eventually  to  gain  independence  lot  the  Army  an  arm  lie 
and  the  other  AAl  leaders  were  products  ol  what  they  considered  to  have  been  the 
unfulfilled  years  between  the  wars  They  well  remembered  the  bureaucratic  and 
organizational  battles  with  the  War  Department  and  the  strueelcs  iti  the  Congress 
as  to  how  mihtarv  air  power  should  be  organized  World  W.u  II  cave  these  airmen 
the  chance  to  show  the  potency  of  air  power  and  to  prove  then  case  tot  autonomy 
1  he  air  leaders  made  the  most  of  their  opportunity  Air  povvei  strategic  ,  tactical 
and  support  v  italic  contributed.  The  road  had  been  haul,  and  the  AAl  comman 
ders  had  lound  it  necessary  b  a  ge  doctrine  and  strategy  when  their  plans  were 


'See  <  h.iptet  II 

Scv  JVrr\  Mc(  m  Smith,  f  hr  \n  I  ■»/'(« '  f’htn\  /<>/  / *r,h  <  ■*  /(/J'  U.iltmi>'ie  l*>  'it  Sunlit 

new  er.iuiul  with  tin*  iiiml’IiiIuI  hiu*k.  although  n  shmilil  he  emphdM/eil  ih.it  Mu  -UMi.tittu  i ti .tn 
lieufe  h.jMv.ifh  iff  rev.  teiJ  b\  the  VK.it  I  )ep.iilment  i.tlhci  Ihan  >clevleM  h\  Mk  \nm  \n  IWw' 
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not  working  In  March  1945.  lor  example.  Ma|  (ien.  (  Tut  is  p  LeMav.  command¬ 
ing  the  XXI  Bomber  Command,  was  pressured  In  Arnold  to  achieve  results 
Realizing  that  high-altitude  dav light  bombing  was  not  succeeding  against  Japan. 
l.e.May  switched  to  low  altitude,  night  incendiary  bombing  The  results  were 
dramatic 

Illustrative  ot  his  abiding  laith  m  conventional  bombardment  forces.  General 
Arnold  had  opposed  dropping  the  atomic  bomb,  believing  it  unneeded  to  end  the 
war  "  lie  thought  that  Japan  would  capitulate  by  October  IMS  under  the  con¬ 
ventional  bombing  assault  I -or  years  air  leaders  had  argued  that  air  power  could 
deleat  nations  Invasions  were  not  required.  The  atomic  bombs.  Arnold  wrote, 
“did  not  cause  the  deleat  ol  Japan,  however  large  a  part  they  may  have  placed  in 
assisting  the  Japanese  decision  to  surrender."  Japan  Tell .  in  his  view,  "because  ot 
air  attacks,  both  actual  and  potential,  had  made  possible  the  destruction  ot  their 
capability  and  will  lor  turthcr  resistance.  .  .  .Those.  .  .  attacks  had  as  a  primary 
ohiective  the  deleat  ot  Japan  without  invasion."'1' 

Airmen  were  convinced  their  weapon  had  proved  to  be  the  indispensable 
instrument  ol  modern  warfare.  Nonetheless,  despite  air  power's  achievements  in 
the  I  uropean  and  Pacitie  theaters.  General  Arnold  remained  apprehensive  that  this 
impressive  record  had  not  been  sufficiently  recognized.  "We  were  never  able."  he 
wrote  Spaat/ .  "to  launch  the  full  power  of  our  bombing  attack  .  .  .  The  power  of 
those  attacks  would  cer'ainly  have  convinced  any  doubting  Thomases  as  to  the 
capabilities  of  a  modern  Air  Force.  I  am  afraid  that  from  now  on  there  will  he 
certain  people  who  will  forget  the  part  we  have  played  "  Nevertheless,  beyond  a 
doubt,  the  American  public  and  press  were  in  fact  impressed  by  the  contributions 
ol  the  Army  Air  f  orces.  //»<•  Xcu  York  Times  mtted  that  "the  place  of  air  powet  in 
war  now  is  well  reeogm/cd."  The  paper  emphasized  "|ust  how  great  a  part 
the  AM  had  taken  in  victory. 

Arnold  was  also  haunted  by  the  fact  that  the  Tinted  States  had  not  been 
prepared  lor  war  Victory  had  not  come  easily: 

\s  .1  nut  urn  wc  were  not  prepaid!  lot  World  V\.ii  II  vw  won  the  war.  hut  at  ..  tcitthe 
x.o\t  m  live'*,  human  suttcnmi.  aiul  makncl.  ami  at  tune'*  the  matem  ot  winninu  was 
narrow  HiMoin  alone  can  reveal  how  mans  tumine  points  there  were,  how  mans  time' 
we  were  near  losing .  and  how  our  enemies'  mistakes  often  pulled  us  through  In  the  lUish 
of  victors  sotne  like  to  foreef  these  unpalatable  truths 

He  was  determined  to  do  all  he  could  to  make  certain  that  the  Air  Force  would  not 
again  be  caught  unprepared.  I.ong  before  the  war  ended.  Arnold  started  to  plan  tor 
the  tuturc  lie  called  upon  Dr.  Theodore  von  Karman.  the  scientist.  They  hail  been 
close  friends  since  (lie  early  1930s  when  Arnold  commanded  March  Field  and  von 
Karman  headed  the  California  Institute  of  Technology  X  rocket  research  project  In 
1940.  von  Karman  was  appointed  a  part-time  consultant  to  Arnold  and  a  special 
adviser  at  Wright  Field.  Whenever  Arnold  needed  help  with  a  ditlicult  seientilie 
problem,  he  often  requested  von  Karman X  advice 

In  November  1944.  Arnold  asked  von  Karman  to  form  a  seientilie  group  to 
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ScicnufiG  jjvisor  Dr.  The¬ 
odore  von  Karman  led  the 
planning  ot  .1  I  on  i!- ranee  re 
search  and  development  pro 
cram  for  (he  Arrm  Air  f  orces 


chart  a  long-range  research  and  development  program  for  the  Air  Force.  "I  am 
anxious."  Arnold  wrote  von  Karman. 

that  the  Air  I  tirees  post  war  anil  next  war  research  and  development  programs  he  placed 
on  a  sound  and  continuing  basis.  These  programs  should  he  well  thought  out  and  contain 
long  range  thinking.  Thee  should  guarantee  ihe  ses tints  ot  our  nation  and  sene  as  a 
guide  lor  the  next  10  20  years.'" 

In  November.  General  Arnold  formally  established  the  AAF  Scientific  Ad¬ 
visory  Group  to  create  a  long-range  research  and  development  program.  The 
group's  report.  Toward  New  Horizons  (33  volumes l.  was  given  to  Arnold  on 
December  15.  1945.  Von  Karman  s  introductory  volume  attempted  to  chart  the  Air 
Force's  future  research  and  development  requirements  and  to  make  recommend¬ 
ations  as  to  the  organization  ot  research  and  development."'  The  report  was 
distributed  to  the  Air  Staff  in  January  194b.  Arnold  calling  it  the  first  of  Us  kind 
ever  published.  So  before  being  succeeded  by  Spaatz  in  February  194b.  Arnold 
warned  that  the  Army  Air  Forces  must  stress  plans  for  the  future  I  he  country 
needed  to  rely  on  technology  rather  than  manpower.  ‘  The  weapons  ot  today."  he 
admonished,  "are  the  museum  pieces  of  tomorrow 

General  Spaatz.  who  had  commanded  the  Strategic  Air  Forces,  had  no  doubt 
about  strategic  air  power's  effectiveness  and  its  future  role  In  tins  mow.  he 
generally  had  wide  support  from  the  public  and  the  press  I  In  Mu  York  linn v 
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not  ini:  the  Army  Air  Forces'  record  in  the  war  and  the  existence  ot  the  atomic 
bomb,  observed  editorially  that  "the  era  ot  continental  bombing  is  with  us  ‘ " 
Spaat/  thought  that  the  ma|or  lesson  ot  the  war  was  that  prolonged  ground  wars  ol 
attrition  could  now  be  relegated  to  the  past  Other  airmen  ol  course  shared  this 
view,  outstanding  among  them  being  Marshal  of  the  Royal  Air  Force,  the  Viscount 
Trenchard.  who  in  World  War  I  had  created  the  Independent  Air  Force.  He  pointed 
up  the  difference  between  the  two  world  wars.  The  first  World  War  featured  the 
stalemate  of  trench  warfare.  In  Trenchard's  thinking,  the  relatively  lower  casualties 
ot  the  western  democracies  in  the  second  World  War  were  chiefly  due  to  the  impact 
of  air  power.  What  he  termed  this  war  of  "movement  and  maneuver"  signaled  a 
fundamental  change  in  the  nature  of  warfare.'"' 

To  Spaat/  strategic  air  power  was  the  key:  "Strategic  bombing  is  thus  the  tirst 
war  instrument  of  history  capable  of  stopping  the  heart  mechanism  of  a  great 
industrialized  enemy.  It  paralyzes  his  military  power  at  the  core.'"'4  Spaat/  said  the 
concept  of  strategic  warfare  was  to  shorten  the  conflict  by  striking  directly  at  the 
enemy's  industrial,  economic,  and  communications  organizations.'  The  pro¬ 
totype  of  a  postwar  force  w  ith  such  a  mission  was  the  Twentieth  Air  Force,  which 
had  pressed  the  B-2M  strategic  bombing  campaign  against  Japan  *  T  his  force 
should  he  closely  controlled,  under  command  ol  the  Commanding  General.  Army 
Air  Forces,  and  should  operate  directly  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  as  had  the 
Twentieth  Air  Force. 

The  United  States  had  come  out  of  the  war  as  the  most  pov  erlul  nation  in  the 
world,  possessor  of  the  atomic  bomb.  Keen  before  the  atomic  bombs  were  dropped 
on  Japan  and  the  war  ended.  Army  Air  Forces  leaders  adhered  to  the  belief  later 
voiced  publicly  by  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  Stuart  Symington:  "To  ever 
relegate  strategic  air  again  to  a  secondary  position  under  the  Army  would  be  to 
insure  the  failure  of  adequate  national  defense."  This  was  self-evident,  he  said,  to 
"anyone  who  has  no  axe  to  grind."'"' 

In  June  1*145.  Mai  Gen  Laurence  S.  Kuter-  from  Ins  post  as  Deputv 
Commanding  General  ol  the  AAF.  Pacific  Ocean  Areas  wrote  Arnold  to  stress 
the  importance  of  having  the  Strategic  Air  Forces  recognized  as  on  the  "same 
level"  with  the  Army  and  the  Navy.  In  General  Kuter  s  view,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Statt  had  in  tact  made  a  "gesture"  towards  the  AAF  by  establishing  the  Twentieth 
Air  Force  under  the  direct  control  of  the  Commanding  General.  Army  Air  Forces. 
What  was  now  required,  according  to  Kuter.  was  complete  logistical  and  admin¬ 
istrative  autnority  tor  the  Strategic  Air  Forces.  Administrative  control  meant  the 
Strategic  Air  Commander  could  make  his  personnel  requirements  known  directly 
to  the  War  Department  As  things  now  stood,  for  example,  such  requirements  were 
screened  in  the  IV  i  tic  by  ( ieneral  Mac  Arthur  Logistical  control  was  exercised  by 
the  .It'S  and  the  best  that  Kuter  could  hope  for  here  was  that  the  Commanding 


‘See  Herman  S  Wolk.  The  B  2‘T  the  A  Bomb,  and  the  Japanese  Surrender.  \n 
f  ebnwr\ 
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(Above)  In  England  during 
World  War  II.  1.1  (icn  Carl 
Spaat/  (center!  colliers  with 
other  generals  ot  his  com 
niand  They  arc  left  to  right. 
Maj.  Gen  Ralph  Roycc.  Mai 
Gen  Hoyt  S  Vandenherg. 
and  Mai  Gen  Hugh  I  Kncrr 


■l.eln  Air  powci  proponents 
I  I  <  icn  Hap  Arnold  and 
Hug  (Icn  James  Doolittle  .a 


1 1  c-tfj  \s  a  mat<»r  eeiier.i).  J  jwcikc 
S  K utcr  proposed  t hat  the  nation  s 
strateeiv  ait  torces  he  placed  under  the 
total  authority  ot  an  independent  \n 
lorce 


l  Be  love  i  Koval  Air  lorce  Marshal  Vis¬ 
count  Trenchard  and  Map  (ion  Ira 
Laker  in  I'npland.  W.V  The  RAI* 
leader  believed  that  the  rise  ot  air 
power  was  transforming!  the  ver>  na¬ 
ture  ot  wart  are 


(>i  \NMN(  i  .V  ORGANIZING  I  lit  POSTW  AR  AIR  I  ( >R(  I 


General.  1  S  Arms  Strategic  Air  Forces.  he  given  equal  representation  with  the 
Commander  in  Chief,  Arms  f  orces  in  the  Pacitic  and  the  Commander  m  Chief. 
Pacific  Command  (CinCAPPAC  and  CinCPAC)  What  Kilter  emphasized  to  Arnold 
ssas  that  the  postssar  Strategic  Air  Force  should  he  completely  independent  of  the 
War  Department  and  the  JCS  and  should  he  under  the  total  authority  of  the 
Commanding  General  of  the  Air  Force 

The  airmen  were  noss  agreed  that  an  air  posver  revolution  liad  been  consum¬ 
mated.  World  War  11  had  been  the  costliest  war  in  men  and  materiel  in  the  history  of 
the  United  States.  Air  leaders  avowed  that  air  posver  had  been  establishes!  as 
decisive  in  modern  warfare  Scientific  reports,  such  as  son  Karman's.  forecast  an 
increasingly  destructive  role  for  air  posser  in  future  conflicts.  Not  only  ssas  the 
atomic  bomb  a  harbinger  of  potentially  an  even  more  destructive  ssar.  hut  scientists 
alluded  to  the  future  development  of  guided  missiles  and  rockets  equipped  ssith 
atomic  warheads.  Nonetheless,  for  the  present  the  long-range  bomber  remained 
the  most  effective  carrier  of  the  atomic  weapon  Another  of  the  svar's  lessons 
stressed  by  the  A  AF  was  that  modern  wars  almost  always  began  w  ith  air  offensives 
and  counteroffensives.  Future  conflicts  would  be  decided  in  the  air.  not  by  mass 
armies  on  the  ground,  nor  by  naval  forces  on  the  high  seas. 

Army  Air  Forces  leaders  believed  that  a  future  war  would  start  inevitably  w  ith 
an  air  offensive  against  the  United  States,  perhaps  over  the  so-called  polar  frontier 
They  claimed  that  the  best  way  to  prevent  such  an  attack  was  to  maintain  an  Air 
Force  in  being  strong  enough  to  deter  the  potential  enemy  from  launching  one  1  he 
Air  Force,  not  the  Navy,  was  the  first  line  of  defense.  As  Ft  Gen  James  II 
Doolittle  stressed  to  Faker: 

II  is  obvious  the  Nav  v  is  assure  that  the  capital  ship  is  not  the  "hirst  l  ine  ot  Deiense"  ot 
the  future  ansi,  in  order  to  maintain  its  prestige,  is  determined  to  retain  and  augment  Us 
air  arm  and  ground  component 

It  is  also  apparent  that  the  Nas  \  tears  art  autonomous  \ir  I  nree  which  would  ahsoth 
the  Nass 's  land  based  aviation,  and  partieularls  tears  a  Single  Department  ot  N'.iinni.ii 
Deiense  which  would  apportion  the  drastic  alls  reduced  deteiisc  appropriations  between 
the  services,  according  to  their  value  and  importance  to  National  Sccnius 

The  airmen  contended  that  the  nation's  safety  hinged  upon  having  an  independent 
Air  Force  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy  it  was  to  this  task  that  they  dedicated 
themselves. 
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Chapter  II 


Planning  for  70  Groups 

Iwo  vc.ir-.  ol  planning  m  ihc  An  Stall  have  resulted  in 
the  tirm  cnnviiiiim  that  the  7u  Group  Air  force 
iv.  Inch  excluding:  overhead  lor  training:  ci\  than  com- 
portents,  has  been  squeezed  into  a  -MID. out)  tentative 
Troop  Basis i  is  the  bedrock  minimum  with  which  the 
Air  force  can  accomplish  its  peacetime  mission 

Brie.  Cien  Cilen  C  Jamison. 

Arinv  Air  f  orces  Member. 

Special  War  Department 
C  ommittee  on  Permanent 
Militarv  f  stuhlishttietif. 

November  P)4S 


Ear  lx  Postwar  Planning 

In  1943.  Army  Air  Forces'  Headquarters  began  concerted  postwar  planning. 
Between  1943-46.  this  activity  involved  a  number  of  offices  and  sections  and  was 
primarily  concerned  with  three  kinds  of  planning:  Force  level  and  deployment 
planning,  eventually  culminating  in  August  1945  with  establishment  of  the  70- 
group  objective:  legislative  planning  lor  a  single  department  of  national  defense 
and  an  independent  Air  Force:  and  planning  to  organize  Air  Force  Headquarters 
and  the  major  commands.  Postwar  planners  from  several  offices  worked  on  these 
programs  concurrently:  indeed,  the  work  was  interlocking,  the  force  planning,  for 
example,  impacting  upon  plans  for  a  separate  Air  Force  and  for  organizing  the 
major  commands.  Fspecially  at  the  higher  echelons,  planners  worked  simul¬ 
taneously  on  more  than  one  program.  This  work  was  immensely  complex,  fre¬ 
quently  tentative,  and  influenced  by  the  diverse  views  of  the  planners  as  well  as  by 
unforeseen  events  The  difficulty  of  this  planning  was  heightened  in  1945  46  by 
the  rush  of  events  -  the  end  of  the  w  ar  and  the  concomitant  beginning  of  the  atomic 
era  and  the  need  for  speed  in  resolving  the  major  planning  issues.  Although 
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lOiisiderablc  postw.u  plannim.’  had  been  accomplished  in  PM.>  44.  some  < >1  it 
ultmiatelv  hail  to  ho  il i at ilcil  a--  unrealistic  because  ol  anticipated  pmUi.ti 
austentv  Also.  at  ter  the  war.  the  continence  ot  n.inne  ilemohili/.ition  .mil  the 
!Vi|unvment  to  plan  the  AM  A  loree  in  consonance  with  Wat  Depaitment  protec¬ 
tions  maile  the  planners  task  even  more  complicated 

As  mentioneil.  then'  \rtm  An  I  ones  plans  were  suhieet  to  Wat  Department 
scrutiny  Both  the  A  M  and  the  Wai  Department  had  then  own  postwar  planning 
sections.  Although  ultimatcK  liaison  usuallv  cMsted  hetween  these  sections,  dull 
plans  were  sometimes  published  mdcpcndcntlv  and  thus  at  lust  there  was  not 
alwais  a  great  ileal  ol  compatibility  between  them  I  or  example,  the  War  I  )epatt 
merit  several  times  ordered  the  A  M  to  scale  dow  n  its  loree  stun  lute  rccommcnd- 
ations.  Sometimes  contradictions  could  be  worked  out  at  liighct  .'Midoris.  and  in 
the  most  important  cases  it  would  be  let t  to  (  u  ncials  Marshall  and  \rnold  to  settle 
the  ddlerenees 

Thus,  the  eharaetei  and  substanci  ol  postw.u  planning  in  the  Wat  I  department 
and  the  Anm  Ait  I  ones  were  mtlueneed  bv  \ai ted  assumptions  and  opinions  not 
alwais  in  harmony  Ingrained  attitudes  had  been  rcinlorced  In  experience  Sim- 
phsticalW.  these  diltcnng  attitudes  were  best  exemphtied  by  Marshall  and  Arnold 
Natural  lx .  divergent  ideas  and  conclusions  were  also  apparent  between  the  War 
Department  ( iencral  Stall  and  the  An  Stall  I  anally  the  march  o|  events  Irequentlv 
inlluencei!  the  planners  in  wavs  thev  could  not  have  loreseen 

The  Army  Air  I  ones'  niator  goal  in  the  postwar  period  was  to  establish  an 
independent  Air  lone  ( )thei  kev  considerations .  such  as  lone  plan  nine  .  had  to  be 
judged  on  their  relation  to  the  obiivtne  <4  a  separate  Air  l  one  Postwar  planning 
ol  organization  and  tones  was  also  ptini.nilv  based  upon  the  lessons  ot  the  war  as 
seen  by  the  airmen,  and  on  expected  occupation  responsibilities  (  iencral  Arnold 
was  determined  that  the  ait  arm  earn  autonomy  and  he  realized  the  necessity  ol 
wartime  planning  towards  this  end  (  'otisuquentlv.  he  gave  high  priotit x  to  detailed 
plans  lor  organization,  loree  structure,  and  deploy  ment  ol  the  posiwat  Mr  l  one 
Moreover,  the  intense  interest  ol  Congress  m  postwai  mihlarv  oieamzation  ire- 
fleeted,  tor  example,  in  the  Woodrum  (  onimittee  hearing  ol  PM4  i  put  additional 
pressure  on  the  A  M  to  produce  postwar  plans  |  he  Armv  Mr  I  otccs  rei|Uired  lirm 
positions  on  postwar  organization  and  structure  to  present  to  the  War  I  Vpartmcnt 
and  Congress,  and  to  ensure  an  independent  Alt  loree 

In  PMa.  Armv  Chid  ol  Stall  (iencral  ( ieorge  C  Marshall  had  dir  ected  the 
War  Department  lo  begin  detailed,  sustained,  postwar  planning  (iencral  Arnold 
created  two  ollices  m  the  Air  Stall  to  do  most  ol  the  VM  S  postwar  planning  He 
formed  the  Special  Protects  Olltce  under  Col  I  Iruhec  Davison  hi  April  PM4  to 
coordinate  planning  with  the  War  Depaitment  In  .1  u I v  PMC  Bug  (icn  I  aurence 
S  Kuter.  Assistant  Chiel  ot  Air  Stall.  Plans,  established  a  Post  War  Div  ision  under 
Brig  (icn  Pierpont  M  Hamilton  '  However.  Hamilton  headed  the  Post  War 
Division  lor  only  a  lew  months  Ills  successor.  Col  Reuben  C  Motiat.  served  in 

•  H, million  h.ul  w«ui  .1  Mc»l.tl  . »1  Hond  Id  lun’iMti  in  .Midi  tn  \»»nli  \1im»  m  \o\cmhc!  I'U.' 
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this  position  throughout  the  war.  1  vcntuallv.  as  p-  ■  Special  Projects  Olliee 
became  tncreasmglv  involved  with  demobilization  plans,  the  Post  War  Division 
assumed  the  hulk  of  postwar  lorcc  planning  in  addition  to  the  planners  working 
under  Davison  anil  Kuter.  Arnold's  personal  stall,  called  the  Advisory  C’ouneil. 
actively  engaged  in  postwar  planning  during  1442  44  Among  the  members  at 
various  times  were  Cols  Jacob  b  Smart.  I  ced  M  Dean,  (unmet!  O'Donnell.  Jr  . 
Charles  I’  Cabell,  and  l.auris  Norstad. 

The  Advisory  Council,  formed  by  Arnold  in  March  1442.  consisted  ol  several 
carefully  chosen  officers,  reporting  directly  to  the  Commanding  General.  AM 
They  were  General  Arnold's  idea  men.  and  as  such  they  had  no  spccilied  assign¬ 
ments.  Arnold,  at  times  uncomfortable  with  his  large  Air  Stall',  felt  tree  to  call 
upon  members  ol  the  council  for  ideas  and  suggestions 

Actually,  as  earlv  as  April  1442'.  Brig.  Gen  Orvil  A.  Anderson.  Assistant 
Chief  of  the  An  Stall  toi  ( )perational  Plans,  had  afforded  perhaps  the  first  detailed 
view  ol  Air  Stall  post w at  thinking  Ills  work.  "A  Study  to  Determine  the  Mini¬ 
mum  An  I’owci  the  I  luted  States  Should  Have  at  the  Conclusion  ol  the  War  in 
l.urope.  ilated  \pnl  I'll  C  voncentrated  upon  a  recommendation  for  the  proper 
A  M  structuie  uHc!  tiermanv’s  surrender  1  he  study  did  not  try  to  describe  a 
complete  peOw  e  \  \l  in  terms  ot  personnel,  planes,  and  deployment. 

"Miht.uv  1  w  :ote  ( icneial  Anderson,  "are  justified  only  as  a  neccs- 

s.u  v  means  .  .t  1 1 1  plcstu.  nt me  national  policies  tor  the  accomplishment  ot  national 
ohiectives  IK  pkiiiii.il  S  postwar  ohiectives  as  avoidance  ol  chaos  in  T.urope: 
restoiation  of  soveicicn  tights  and  sell  ■jo^crnnicnl  to  those  lorcclully  deprived  ol 
them,  creation  o|  Westei n  I  lemisphere  sohdtirity  and  security  under  l  nited  States' 
leadership,  assur.tikc  ol  permanent  world  peace  and  a  stabilized  world  economy 
through  use  ol  an  international  military  force:  and  an  orderly  transition  from 
wartime  to  peacetime  ol  the  industrial  organization  ol  the  l  nited  States  and  the 
world.  According  to  Anderson.  American  influence  would  depend  upon  military 
strength,  the  extent  to  which  the  I  S.  shared  in  the  control  of  formerly  Avis  areas, 
and  the  contribution  the  l  nited  States  could  make  to  the  war-torn  countries  ot 
Hurnpe. 

I  :pon  Germain  A  surrender,  the  f  nited  States  should  be  prepared  to  contrib¬ 
ute  the  principal  portion  ol  the  air  component  (chiefly  bombers)  ot  the  l  nited 
Nations  force  His  idea  was  to  ollset  Soviet  ground  lorces  by  what  he  termed 
prepond  ’rant  air  strength.  The  Soviets’  postwar  ohiectives.  he  emphasized,  were 
as  yet  unknown 

Al  ter  the  war  in  l.urope.  ( ieneral  Anderson  proposed  there  should  be  an  A  \1 
air  strength  o|  (t. ()()()  heavv  bombers.  4.(100  medium  and  light  bombers.  "Noon 


Mott.il  .illetkle.l  (  oiin.lt  t  nnciMtv  lot  ituee  soar-  ilinino  WoiMW.u  I  lie  then  eiili'ksl  in  lU 
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Stall  Sv  ht't'l  .11  I  ml  I  cavcnvvorth  Mnllal  was  htii  ni'lv  hurt  in  an  awvial  t  at. eklctit  ear  l\  in  the  a  and 
never  returned  !»■  living'  NtaUi^ 
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he  liters .  ami  K *  careo  stall  He  n«  ties  I  that  a  p<  iuet  I  ill  an  o|  lensiv  e  a  as  the  most 

pi  act  is  able  means  to  win  the  war  in  !  mope  and  the  IV  ills  .  w  till  a  in  mi  mu  in  loss  oi 
hie 

Within  thi  War  Department,  the  Operations  Division  ami  the  Speeial  Clan 
inn:  Division  took  over  demobilization  and  postvvat  oteatn/aiiona!  planning  \t 
Mai  .all’s  direction,  ftie  War  Departtnetit's  Special  Plannim:  Division  in  the 
summer  ol  CM?  devclopcsl  a  tentative  outline  ot  a  permanent  militatv  establish¬ 
ment  ’  Ibis  outline  was  sent  to  General  Marshall  in  October  CD?  Mai  (ien. 
1  liomas  I  Handy.  (hiel  ol  "  War  Department's  Operations  Division,  had 
remarked  that  this  plan  would  not 

pm-.  !.U  ,'\|vslin"iurv  oi  t.isk  turves  lot  pr.'iupt  ,itt  i,  s  w  .«»  (vut  m  ;tie  unil.l  i/i 
"-U-:  i"  .rush  the  \eiv  heinniuiivs  ol  lawless  .iinn  >ti  in  . oo|viuiioii  with  oilu-i 
I'e.ie.  io\  me  n.iiioiis  |o  vnish  Ills’  v  :  \  liei2Uii.aius.nl  ,i.Jeie"ioti  rs\|iiires  a 

‘o'.v  u,  I's'ine.  not  ,i  |i. itvtiti.il  one 

Marshall’s  written  reply  to  this  was  that  lormation  ot  a  substantial  ground  expedi¬ 
tionary  1 1  tree  would  be  unpractical  "  I  lav  me  air  power.’  lie  observed,  "will  he  the 
ijtnekest  remedy  "  I  landv  noted  that  the  tentative  outline  seemed  to  have  taken  the 
view  ol  the  Ground  Corses 

MfhoUL'h  l(  K’  V  OflMih’fOJ  Ih.l!  llu*  *  Mil  j  IMi  \  i  r  I  Ms  k  '  ,|V  '.U’l!  .  i  s  (ffrmtul 

lorkkv.  I  hchcu*  I  he  \rin\  shiHik!  Iv  vl-.\ ukvl  mi.*  Mkvv  v.m-  .  .its  dd  >:  ic  ^  .m,l  okoKM 
wt  im>'.  -  s  Mike  then  [Mohleni'  nl.if  l\  .is  to  ie"er\ev  u.imiii.  .nu;  eiiu.pme'il  .tie 

'•*  k'llual  ' 

M;r  n.di  aereesi  with  Handy’s  comment 

Based  on  the  Special  Planning  Division’s  outline  i and  Marshall’s  reaction  to 
it).  General  Arnold,  on  November  S.  CM  ?,  requested  Ruler  to  prepare  a  study  on 
the  organization  and  composition  ol  the  p<>siwar  air  lorce  Hits  ptclmunatv  stuvlv. 
submitted  to  the  (  hiel  ol  Air  Stall  on  November  I.?,  proposed  an  M  slay  t  tirsi  dav 
ol  mobilization  i  lorce  ol  IBS  croups,  deployed  in  live  An  Corse'  <chaneed  to  si\  m 
December i  It  assumes!  that  titty  percent  ol  the  active  duty  M  slay  lorce  shoulsl 
consist  ot  protessional  soldiers  and  career  oliteers  aits!  Itlty  percent  universal 
serv  i,  e  enhstesl  personnel  ansi  short-term  olhecrs.  A  I  )ecembet  CM  ?  rev  ision  ot 
ths-  Iimmaty  stusly  delineated  troop  requirements  ol  s?u.ikiii  oltieets  atul 
.tilt stes!  men  tor  a  lorce  ol  10.'  combat  croups  ’ 
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rtru:  Gen  Orvii  A  Anderson 
prepared  a  detailed  stud\  on 
the  degree  of  air  strength 
needed  to  ensure  peace  in  the 
postwar  period 


Arim  C'hiet  ot  Slat!  Mar 
shall  -  the  impetus  lor  post 
war  planning  in  the  A  A I 
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Drawing  i'ii  Kutcr's  study,  the  Arms  Air  forces  forwarded  to  the  War 
Department  in  February  Id 44  the  first  tentative  plan  lor  a  postwar  Air  Force. 
Known  as  Initial  Postwar  Air  Force  I  (IPWAI  I).  this  plan  was  inthienced  by 
Handy's  guidance  that  an  estimate  of  the  interim  forces  (Army)  six  months  after 
Japan's  defeat  and  eighteen  months  after  Germany's  defeat  would  he  about 
I.57I.OOO  with  105  air  groups.  The  Army  Air  Forces  IPWAF  1  comprised  one 
million  men  (with  an  additional  million  in  an  Organized  Air  Reserve)  in  105  air 
groups,  distributed  the  same  as  above,  according  to  aircraft  type. 

Approved  by  Arnold  on  February  5.  1044.  IPWAF- 1  was  port  raved  by  Kuter 
as  recommending  a  large  force  "according  to  former  peacetime  standards,  and 
large  in  proportion  to  the  conventional  concepts  of  ground  forces  and  naval 
establishments,  but  it  is  what  we  foresee  will  be  needed  to  keep  us  out  of  a  new  war 
during  the  initial  period  of  peace.”'1  As  Kuter  admitted.  AAF  planners  paid  no 
attention  to  cost  because  in  their  view  the  alternative  eventually  might  well  be 
another  war."’  In  other  words,  the  planners  proceeded  on  the  assumption  of 
proposing  whatever  they  thought  necessary  to  avoid  future  hostilities. 

However,  the  War  Department  requested  a  more  modest  and  less  expensive 
plan  based  on  a  new  outline  for  a  permanent  military  establishment  with  a 
peacetime  Air  Force  ceiling  of  700.000  men  and  a  OOO.OOO-man  Air  Reserve.  This 
second  AAF  plan.  PWAF  2.  envisioned  a  postwar  Air  Force  of  655.000  (75 
groups),  contingent  upon  the  existence  of  an  international  security  organization  to 
regulate  world  armaments.  According  to  Kuter.  it  was  presumed  that  such  a  world 
organization  would  be  functioning  at  some  unspecified  future  date.  Only  at  that 
time  could  the  final  step  be  taken  in  progressive  demobilization  from  war  strength 
to  complete  peacetime  status.  Thus,  in  this  early  plan  the  Army  Air  Forces  relied 
heavily  upon  the  assumed  policing  powers  of  a  world  security  organization  The 
Special  Planning  Division  accepted  this  condition  as  a  planning  premise  and  the 
75-group  plan  was  incorporated  into  the  War  Department's  postwar  troop  basis 
1.7  million  men — of  August  II.  1444. 11  Kuter  commented  that  both  these  plans 
were  predicated  upon  "continued  standards  of  quality  .  Air  Force  autonomy  w  ithm 
a  single  Department  of  National  Defense,  universal  military  training  and  integra¬ 
tion  into  the  .Air  Force  of  the  ASWAAFs  (Arms  and  Services  with  Army  Air 
Forces)  and  anti-aircraft  artillery."' 

Meanwhile,  even  though  postwar  planning  (including  demobilization  and 
redeployment  plans)  remained  a  major  function  of  both  the  Special  Projects  ( fttiee 
and  the  Post  War  Division,  the  Air  Staff  recognized  the  duplication  and  jurisdic¬ 
tional  problems  latent  in  this  split  responsibility.  The  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff. 
Operations.  Commitments,  and  Requirements  also  frequently  contributed  to  post¬ 
war  planning.  And.  as  noted.  General  Arnold's  Advisory  Council  likewise  took 
part.  Further,  duplication  abounded  between  the  several  offices  in  the  Air  Stall 
involved  in  the  AAF's  operational  planning. 

In  September  1444.  Brig.  Gen.  Byron  F.  Gates,  the  AAF's  Chief  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Control,  proposed  to  Ft  Gen.  Barney  M.  Giles.  Deputy  Commander.  AAF. 
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and  Chief  of  Air  Stall,  that  these  delects  he  corrected  h\  creating  what  Gates 
termed  an  "AAL  OPD."  Gates'  idea  was  to  lorm  a  single  AAL  agency  above  the 
level  ol  the  Assistant  Chiefs  ol  Air  Staff  to  correspond  to  the  War  Department 
General  Staffs  Operational  Plans  Division  Gates  stressed  that  this  would  correct, 
among  other  things,  the  overlap  in  logistical  and  personnel  planning  Logistical 
planning  and  the  determination  of  total  personnel  rei|Uirements  should  he  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  office  charged  with  operational  planning  (iates  suggested  naming 
this  new  activity  the  Operational  Plans  Office.  It  would  he  directK  under  a  Depute 
Chief  of  Air  Staff. 11 

At  the  same  time.  Gates  suggested  formation  of  a  Special  Plans  Office  to 
handle  postwar  civil  aviation  and  demobilization  planning  This  office  would 
parallel  the  War  Department's  Special  Planning  Division  and  would  take  over  the 
duties  performed  by  the  AAL's  Special  Projects  Office  under  Davison,  (iates  said 
this  entire  concept  assumed  that  the  Air  Staff  office  responsible  for  lighting  the  war 
need  not  and  should  not  be  responsible  for  developing  postwar  plans,  and  that 
normal  staff  coordination  would  link  the  two  functions.  W  hen  the  hostilities  were 
over,  the  two  functions  would  join  in  an  office  similar  to  the  War  Plans  Division.  ’ 
Giles  and  Arnold  did  not  approve  Gates'  plan,  preferring  the  present  organi/ation. 
They  thought  that  the  basic  functional  division,  despite  duplication,  still  sorted  the 
AAL's  major  purposes  as  well  as  any  other  recommended  organi/ation.  Arnold 
had  previously  made  clear  that  he  considered  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  C'hiel  of 
Air  Staff.  Plans,  as  the  primary  planning  agency  in  the  Air  Staff.  The  Special 
Projects  Office  would  continue  to  be  the  point  of  contact  with  the  War  Depart¬ 
ments  Special  Planning  Division. 


Marshall  Orders  a  Rcsurvcs 

In  December  1444.  General  Marshall  decided  that  the  cost  of  tins  Army  (a 
total  of  4.5  million  troops  with  reserves)  was  prohibitive,  and  a  force  ol  this  si/e 
would  be  impossible  to  attain  by  voluntary  enlistments  in  peacetime.  He  directed 
creation  of  a  committee  to  "resurvey  “  postw  ar  planning  and  to  come  up  w  ith  a  new 
troop  basis,  contingent  in  his  view  on  a  more  realistic  opinion  of  what  Congress 
and  the  citizenry  would  support.  The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  ordered  that  this  re- 
survey  be  based  upon  a  Universal  Military  Training  program,  which  he  deemed 
absolutely  vital  to  the  success  of  any  postwar  military  program.  General  Handy, 
acting  on  Marshall’s  guidance,  had  the  Special  Planning  Division  make  UY1T  a 
basic  assumption.  No  mention  was  made  of  an  international  security 
organization 

The  resurvey  committee  adopted  these  ideas  in  the  "War  Department  Basic- 
Plan  for  the  Post-War  Mililarv  establishment."  approved  by  General  Marshall  on 
March  If.  1445.  This  plan  defined  the  postwar  establishment  as  that  organi/ation 
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to  he  in  existence  with  the  return  to  peacetime.  The  document  was  not  meant  to 
describe  the  requirements  of  the  period  ol  transition  from  war  to  peace.  While 
agreeing  that  the  United  States  needed  adequate  military  forces,  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  planners  insisted  that  such  adequacy  would  hinge  upon  the  character  of  the 
postwar  world  They  could  not  foresee  what  postwar  international  obligations  the 
United  States  would  have  to  meet.  This  plan  stated  that  the  postwar  military 
establishment  would  maintain  the  security  of  the  continental  United  States  during 
the  initial  phases  of  mobilization,  support  international  obligations,  defend  strate¬ 
gic  bases,  and.  when  required,  expand  rapidly  to  full  mobilization 

Central  to  the  War  Department's  plan  for  a  postwar  establishment  was 
Marshall's  familiar  and  oft-repeated  concept  of  a  '  professional  peace  establish¬ 
ment."  This  meant  a  military  structure  no  larger  than  necessary  to  meet  normal 
peacetime  requirements,  to  be  reinforced  promptly  during  an  emergency  by  units 
from  a  citizen  Army  Reserve.  The  plan  emphasi/ed  that  the  War  Department 
would  support  a  Universal  Military  Training  Act  to  institute  the  principle  that  every 
"able-bodied  American"  is  subject  to  military  training,  and  to  furnish  a  reservoir 
of  trained  Reserves.1  The  War  Depar'ment  included  a  section.  "Post-War  Rela¬ 
tionship  Among  the  Principal  Nations  ”  Its  maior  assumptions  embraced  the 
creation  of  an  international  organization,  controlled  by  the  major  powers,  to  keep 
the  peace  and  to  control  armaments.  There  were  to  be  major  power  spheres  ot 
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influence.  each  power  to  eontrol  its  own  strategic  area  '  Ihe  eharaeter  ol  future 
eonlliet  was  described  in  these  terms: 

the  .u  Uiul  al  Lick  will  he  launched  upon  the  l  mied  Stale'-  w  iilumt  ans  dee  l.tuiu  *n  i»l  w,ii 
tint  ihe  attack  will  represent  an  all  out  eflorf  on  the  part  <»f  the  enc/m  that  the  war  will 
develop  into  ,t  total  war  that  the  l  nited  States  will  he  the  initial  ohtcvtixc  ot  asrutcssoi s 
in  siuh  a  wat  and  will  have  no  nuiior  allies  lor  at  least  Is  month'  However,  it  will  he 
turther  assumed  that  the  l  nited  States  will  have  coem/ance  »>l  the  possihihtv  of  w.u  tot 
.it  lea.st  one  vear.  and  dunne  this  \ear  preparatorv  measures  will  he  inaugurated 

The  War  Department's  basic  plan  presumed  that  Congress  would  enaet  a 
I  M  l  program  wherein  voting  men  would  serve  in  the  Reserves  tor  a  reasonable 
time  alter  being  trained  The  plan  also  supposed  that  alter  M  dav  the  militate 
establishment  could  quickie  expand  to  4, slit ).()()()  troops.  1  Genera)  Marshall's 
advocacy  ot  universal  training  eeas  rooted  in  his  philosophy  and  experience  The 
practice  and  tradition  ol  democracy  signified  that  the  people  ot  the  L  nited  States 
evould  not  support  a  large  standing  peacetime  a  rim.  Nations  like  Germane  and 
Japan  maintained  huge  peacetime  forces.  Such  a  practice  produced  formidable 
militate  strength,  but  the  Army  Chief  believed  it  eeould  not  be  tolerated  be 
members  ot  a  democratic  state.  Here  at  home  a  large  peacetime  force  eeould  be 
looked  upon  as  a  threat  to  our  democratic  foundations.  Marshall  turther  argued  that 
the  mee  liable  post ee at  slashing  of  the  budget  be  the  Congress,  under  pressure  from 
the  public,  eeould  thrust  economy  on  the  military  serenes.  Military  forces  eeould 
be  reduced  Austerity  eeould  be  imposed.  This  happened  alter  World  War  I  and 
Marshall  eeas  absolutely  certain  that  this  eeele  would  he  repeated. 

Hence  a  system  of  (  mtersal  Military  Training  would  he  required: 

\s  .ill  mil  LMc.it  wap*  h.tvc  been  l*>uiihl  in  'hc  m.un  In  ..  ih/en  urmicv  i he  propw.ii  |.>r  an 
ort!.tni/cil  v  it i /  c n  \rm\  reserve  m  turn  ;v.uc  is  meielv  .t  piopos.il  lm  perieelini:  .1 
* r .tnsit ii  n.il  ii.ition.il  institution  to  meet  moxlcm  R\juirements  which  no  longer  permit 
eMempon/.itimi  alter  the  outbreak  >>!  uai 

According  to  this  eieee.  m  a  crisis  the  eiti/en  Resere e  could  be  swiftly  mohili/cd 
I  Inis,  one  advantage  ot  l  M  l  evould  be  an  Army  not  composed  exelusieele  of  the 
professional  military  class.  The  War  Department  expected  the  Congress  to  be 
reeeptiee  to  this  point 

Marshall  and  Maj  Gen.  W  illiam  T  Tompkins.  '  Director  ol  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment's  Special  Planning  Division,  envisioned  that  sometime  between  the  ages  ot 
seventeen  and  twenty,  youths  eeould  enter  the  CM  I  program.  During  this  training . 
they  would  not  be  part  ol  the  armed  forces.  Afterwards,  they  could  onle  be  called 
up  tor  service  during  a  national  emergence  declared  be  Congress.  Registration, 
examination,  and  selection  of  trainees  would  be  administered  be  civilian  agencies 
I  he  training  itself,  given  he  the  militate  services,  eeould  last  one  scar  After 
completion,  trainees  would  become  members  of  the  Reserves  for  live  scars  or 


*  lumpkiri'  w .is  Amokls  ehiN'm.ite  m  I'O**  .it  the  (  oinin.nul  .hk!  (ienet.tl  Sum  School  lost 
1  c.ivcnworth.  K.ins 
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could  enlist  in  one  of  the  Regular  militate  set. ices.  the  National  (iuard  or  the 
Organized  Reserve  The  Arms  Chief  ami  some  ol  his  W  DGS  planners  had  little 
doubt  that  UMT  would  prove  popular  vvuh  Congress  as  an  alternative  to  large 
standing  forces.  They  fully  counted  on  a  l  M  l  program  being  enacted  As  a  result, 
the  War  Department  did  not  immediately  draw  definitive,  detailed  plans  based 
upon  UMT's  possible  failure. 

In  earlv  1 045  the  preliminary  report  ol  the  War  Departments  resurvey 
committee  recommended  a  postwar  troop  basis  containing  a  small,  token  Air 
Force-— onlv  lb  groups.  Ilandv  approved  the  report  as  a  basis  tor  additional 
planning:  General  Marshall  noted  this  without  formally  approving  the  report 
himself.  As  a  planning  I  actor,  the  committee  used  an  estimate  from  various 
economists  that  just  S2  billion  would  be  available  annually  lor  defense.  While  the 
committee  later  used  a  $5  billion  figure  as  the  maximum  available  (also  for  funding 
UMT).  it  funded  merelv  SI  I  billion  for  the  Regular  Army  of  155.000  and  an  Air 
Force  of  120.000  men.  enough  for  only  16  air  groups.  4 


AAF  Protests  R<  sur\v\ 

As  would  be  expected.  Headquarters  Army  Air  Forces  strongly  disapproved 
of  the  resurvev  committee's  report.  The  AAF  charged  that  the  report's  authors  hail 
failed  to  weigh  the  task  to  he  performed:  had  not  considered  phased  reduction  in 
the  si/e  of  the  postwar  Army  in  line  with  probable  world  developments  and  the 
domestic  situation:  and  in  addition  had  not  provided  for  alternate  plans  to  meet 
various  possible  major  contingencies  kilter  suggested  to  Arnold  that  UMT  might 
weaken  the  Regular,  standing  forces: 

Assuming  .i  1 1 in i test  pc.ivctimc  appropriation  loi  .is  i.mon.  u  (no  great  a  proportion  of  (tic 
total  effort  is  ilcvolcil  lo  building  up  .1  reserve  ol  trained  personnel  then  it  may 
he  that  the  resulting  regular  establishment  w  ill  he  found  in  a  sudden  emergency  to  he  too 
small  to  prevent  a  serious  set-hack  hetorc  the  reserve  components  can  he  sue 
ccssstully  mohili/cd  and  brought  into  action 

In  January  1445.  General  Giles.  AAF  Deputy  Commander,  and  Chief  of  Air 
Staff,  had  reacted  to  the  survey,  based  on  a  draft  paper  written  by  Colonel  Moffat, 
head  of  the  Post  War  Division.  Giles  informed  General  Tompkins.  Director. 
Special  Planning  Division,  that  the  postwar  Army  s  si/e  should  not  be  grounded  in 
an  estimate  ol  the  peacetime  national  budget  (assuming  UMT  and  a  balanced 
budget)  Rather,  the  mihtarv  should  first  set  forth  their  minimum  needs  and  then 
Congress  should  arrive  at  the  budget  The  AAF  could  not  agree.  Giles  asserted, 
that  planning  predicated  on  limited  men  and  funds  was  realistic  if  such  plans  tailed 
to  recognize  the  requirements  ol  national  defense.  Moffat  had  noted  in  his  drat l 
that  there  were  known  national  commitments  tor  defense,  both  ol  the  Western 
Hemisphere  and  American  interests  m  the  Pacific  These  dictated  the  minimum 
requirements  for  the  peacetime  Regular  military  establishment,  when  approached 
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v\  ith  an  appreciation  of  possible  developments  in  the  world's  military  and  political 
situation. 

An  Air  Force  of  16  groups,  (ides  averred,  would  he  incompatible  vv  ith  the  War 
Department's  I'M  I  program  to  train  200. (100  enlisted  Reserves  annually  in  the 
Army  Air  Forces.  It  would  take  additional  groups  to  train  the  Reserve  force. 
Fag h teen  months  was  needed  to  train  a  pilot  lor  an  operational  squadron.  And  more 
training  would  he  required  lor  a  Reserve  officer  pilot,  for  assignment  in  an 
emergency  without  further  training.  Moreover.  Giles  contended  that  an  Air  Force 
ot  16  groups  could  not  carry  out  its  mission,  lie  was  likewise  disturbed  bv  the 
assumption  that  in  the  future  the  Navy  would  need  a  larger  share  of  military  funds 
than  the  Army  The  si/e  of  the  Air  Force  should  not  he  tied  to  a  split,  "however 
generous,  of  the  Army's  traditional  short  end  of  the  peacetime  defense 
appropriations."-' 

General  Giles  recommended  that  before  plans  were  drawn  for  the  peacetime 
military  establishment  a  political  and  military  estimate  should  be  prepared,  so  that 
the  War  Department  could  ascertain  its  minimum  peacetime  requirements  and  then 
draw  up  an  appropriate  plan.  Such  a  plan  should  include  forces  ample  for  an  Air 
Force  to  maintain  peace  by  being  prepared  for  action  against  a  lirst  strike  b\  a 
potential  enemy,  and  to  repel  attacks  over  a  longer  period  while  forces  were 
mobilized  and  deployed.  "' 

The  16-group  proposal  also  aroused  General  Arnold's  ire.  The  AAF  Com¬ 
mander  thought  that  the  time  had  arrived  to  take  his  case  directly  and  forcefully  to 
General  Marshall.  As  he  saw  it.  U M  l  was  becoming  a  threat  to  the  necessity  of 
maintaining  an  Air  Force  sufficient  in  numbers  and  overall  strength  to  perform  its 
mission  "There  exists."  Arnold  said. 

a  clear  anil  inescapable  requirement  I hai  ,t  realism  basis  lor  planning  (tie  posl-war  Air 
Force  be  fount!  ami  agreed  upon  \l  this  inoineni  \se  can  do  no  more  than  set  up  a 
schedule  ot  progressive  demobilization  based  on  detinue  pluses  which  can  be  loreseen 
But  we  should  not  do  less  ~ 

He  told  Marshall  that  the  peacetime  Air  Forces  should  be  able  to  suppport  a  quality 
M-duy  task  loree-  mobile,  cftective.  and  capable  of  rapid  expansion.  Sixteen 
groups  would  not  be  nearly  enough,  seeing  that  the  President  had  approved  a  Joint 
Chiefs'  proposal  to  build  a  network  of  bases  lor  hemispheric  defense,  now  being 
negotiated  hy  the  State  Department  It  was  contradictory  to  plan  such  a  system  of 
bases  without  an  adequate  force  to  protect  them.  To  Arnold,  national  defense  and 
hemispheric  defense  were  synonomous.  Phis  16-group  proposal.  Arnold  churned, 
"would  amount  to  virtual  disarmament  in  air  strength."  An  Air  Force  so  small 
would  he  merely  a  token  force,  acceptable  under  world  conditions  which  seemed 
highly  improbable. 11 

The  AAF  Commander  next  turned  to  a  point  that  had  greatly  troubled  him  and 
General  Giles  the  potential  substitution  of  I  M  F  tor  the  M  dav  torce  Arnold 
avowed  that  Reserve  elements  could  not  he  equated  with  Regular  combat  units 
ready  for  M  day  employment.  Training  was  the  critical  factor  In  the  event  ot  war. 


(Above  I  (ion  Hap  Arnold  an  J  (ien.  (ieoree  (  Marshall.  (  airo.  iliclovtiC  hiet  ot 
AirStall.lt  (ien.  Barney  M  (ides (lei 1 1  and  Brie  (ien .  Russell  H  Randal!  seated  in  a 
liaison  plane.  July  N44 
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t Ik  need  !>>I  i  qimk  expansion  ut  tones  would  demand  .1  vuhsi.mti.il  training 
establishment  1 1  ■  ic.idv  .ilk  uus  and  1  >pci.itii'ii.il  units  I  Ml  should  not  he  le 
carded  .is  tin  mar.  it  uiL'ti  ilk  tit  m  the  ntihl.irx  siniclwc 

If  t r :  i-'.m,  s  •  a . ■  < !  ■  -  nu'ufn  util  .unu  !  .1  ir  jvim  att.u  k  .*  :>■  unlike!  .  tlial  Mit.  ie 

■a.i.'h  -PI am  '  ••  :■  .nliii!  hi.  'f'lli/.ili*  Mi  1  hn  ii  sin 'hin/.iii« 'it  ;  > 

s"llu!  "tilii'!  .  Ml  .1  >*>d  ?  h  i  n  1:  f'U!  .  Mli\  i!In"I.i!  .1'  If  sJJ'plVl'-VMf  '  >!!HT 

ii'.iit.t!  '•  'Mi  .» .in i  -  if.  f  :»f- <(«•  •  y ! ; . *f(  ||  v  .in  1  »nl\  tv  maintained  at  (he  evpr list  •  >1  >■  • 

jn.il  1  « f 1 1  > •  1  ■  .'I  :hi  5h  i.tiiiK  rfi.-Lil.il  c-a.iblishiueni  ih.ii  the  ivailabk  M  il.r. 

aiIMx  .m.tf'U  r»' ;'ir\ i  ii«  . mi  i]uk  1/1 1 In » hehuc  the  nation  v  .hi  lx-  mobilized  Mien 

urnwi»ii  miiii.m  ir.tmine  a  ill  dvteat  il-s  purpose 

It  uai  1  ami’  tin  L  niti'il  Stales  could  well  he  the  target  ol  a  surprise  attack 
Consequently.  thete  might  he  too  little  nine  to  nohili/e  framed  Reserves  might 
never  have  a  ehanee  to  enter  the  battle  The  wav  to  prevent  sueh  a  failure .  Arnold 
stressed,  was  to  eounteraet  n  at  onee  w  ith  superior  air  power  An  Air  loree  of  lb 
groups  would  he  msuttieient  to  train  the  2(H). (MM)  airmen  eaeh  veat.  desired  by  the 
War  Department  under  the  l  M  l  program  Aircrew  training  vv.is  geared  to  the 
number  ol  units  in  the  standing  Air  l  oree 

1  he  Ait  loree  had  to  be  fully  trained,  ready  to  react  in  an  emergency 
Regarding  the  danger  of  a  large  peacetime  lone  to  the  nation's  economy  and 
democratic  tradition.  H  was  nidged  secondary  to  a  grave  external  threat  to  the 
country  Arnold,  like  ( i ties .  noted  that  it  look  eighteen  months  to  train  mdiv  iduaN 
plus  another  year's  experience  in  a  tactical  squadron,  thus  these  men  could  not  be 
expected  to  he  effective  upon  mobili/ation  Reserve  units  could  not  he  deemed 
equivalent  to  an  M  day  force  I  he  AAF  in  no  way  accepted  (  MT  as  an  alternative 
to  a  solid  group  program  f  here  was  no  choice  in  the  AAF's  v  lew  between  a  large 
Regular  force,  ready  to  act  instantly,  and  a  much  smaller  loree  buttressed  by 
i.  M  l. u  Genera)  Arnold's  opposition  to  universal  training,  slated  directly  to 
Marshall,  marked  a  significant  departure  1'his  was  the  first  time  that  Arnold  had 
presented  his  detailed  ease  against  reliance  on  l  M  l  in  writing  to  the  Artnv  Clnel 
of  Staff.  This  reluctance  had  obviously  been  due  to  General  Marshall's  strong, 
long-time  support  for  AAF  autonomy.  Also,  ol  great  importance  m  March  IR4s. 
operations  in  both  the  Huropean  and  Pacific  theaters  were  entering  critical  phases 
that  lent  emphasis  to  postwar  planning  in  Washington.  Arnold,  acutely  sensitive  to 
the  connection  between  operations  especially  the  impact  ol  ma|or  air  cam¬ 
paigns — and  postwar  plans,  felt  this  was  the  time  to  raise  the  crucial  l  M  1  issue 
with  Marshall.  Put  simply,  the  AAF  perceived  I'M T  as  endangering  its  plans  for  a 
large  standing  Air  Force  * 

At  War  Department  direction  the  AAF-  would  go  on  planning  for  IM  F  (in 
addition  to  70  groups)  over  the  next  several  years  Hut  m  P)45  n  was  already 


*ln  September  PM4.  Arnold  had  told  the  American  l .eg  ion  convention  m  (  'hkago  that  the  military 
required  trained  men  prior  to  the  outbreak  ot  war  The  wav  to  accomplish  this  he  said,  was  to  aeecpt 
"the  policv  ot  universal  (raining  We  mav  not  alwavs  have  time  to  prepare  1 1  uerpt  Irom  address 
bv  Arnold  to  American  l  egion  National  Convention.  Chicago.  Sep  I*.  W44.  in  (ten  H  H  Arnold 
C  ollection.  Bos  45.  Post  War  Planning  l  older  l.C'  > 
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becoming  clear  in  the  Congress  that,  given  the  proven  wartime  potency  ot  air 
forces,  the  AAF’s  opposition  was  going  to  make  passage  oi  a  l  MI  program  much 
more  difficult  than  Marshall  and  the  War  Department  planners  had  lore-seen 
Arnold  argued  that  should  l  M  l'  he  the  only  plan  presented  to  Congress  bv  the 
War  Department,  then  "people  may  well  look  to  the  Nav  v  to  pros  ide  total  security 
in  the  air.  as  already  advocated  by  main  Navy  enthusiasts."  He  could  not  imagine 
that  the  War  Department  would  propose  or  condone  a  police  which  might  lead  to 
the  Navy's  providing  the  M-day  air  force.  Arnold  suggested  that  the  Arms 
ascertain  the  composition  being  planned  for  naval  aviation  and  what  assumptions 
should  be  jointly  agreed  upon  for  naval  aviation's  peacetime  mission.  Arnold 
recommended  an  outline  plan  to  serve  as  a  model  for  demobili/ation  of  the  armed 
forces.  It  specified  three  phases  of  air  strength.  In  the  first  phase,  before  the  defeat 
of  Japan,  the  Army  Air  Forces  would  need  215  air  groups  with  14.092  tactical 
aircraft.  The  second  phase  ( Initial  Postwar  Air  Force  i.  after  the  defeat  of  Japan  but 
prior  to  creating  an  effective  World  Seen  rite  Organization,  would  demand  no 
fewer  than  105  groups  and  7.296  aircraft.  Phase  III.  distinguished  by  an  effective 
world  organization,  would  require  75  groups  with  4.233  aircraft.  Arnold  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  War  Department  should  accept  his  demobilization  plan  in  succes¬ 
sive  phases  as  a  model  and  should  evolve  a  program  around  his  premises.1' 


The  War  Department  and  l  Ml 

In  May  1945.  Army  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  Handy  responded  to  General 
Arnold  The  reply  based  upon  opinions  from  Tompkins'  Special  Planning  Divi¬ 
sion  as  well  as  the  Operations  Division-  was  for  the  most  part  a  restatement 
mirroring  Marshall’s  view  of  what  the  public  would  likely  support  in  the  postwar 
milieu.  Handy  agreed  with  Arnold  that  planning  should  embody  a  progressive 
demobilization  with  reduction  only  as  justified  by  world  events.  Once  this  initial 
postwar  periled  had  ended.  Handy  echoed  Marshall's  long-held  view  that  the 
military  would  then  face  a  situation  similar  to  (tost- World  War  I.  This  meant 
austerity,  paying  oft  the  public  debt  Handy  warned: 

Vliln.tr>  .i|i|'fopn,ilh>iis  mil  be  crc.ith  reihk cd  the  burden  ol  our  n.ilioii.il  Jchl.  the 
pressure  to  ere.ille  reduce  uve-  ami  the  tieccssily  lor  die  use  ot  .ivud.ihic  Hinds  loi  non- 
nnliure  purpose-  will  ijniie  likely  loree  lire  Conere—  into  iln-  position  i austerity  i  even 
tlioueh  t  oneless  ii-ell  may  de-ire  -oinellnne  hettei  in  die  way  ol  national  security 

So  postwar  planning  realistically  should  shape  a  military  establishment  to  conform 
with  such  an  environment  The  Army  Deputy  Chief  of  Stall  saw  only  a  slight 
chance  ot  having  a  standing  Armv  in  peacetime  that  could  furnish  the  kind  of 
national  defense  the  country  deserved  Thus,  the  War  Department  (with  what  it 
thought  would  be  support  from  Congress:  looked  to  CM  I  for  the  requisite  military 
strength  This  view,  of  course,  clashed  with  General  Arnold's  conviction  that  the 
military  should  make  clear  what  it  needed,  even  in  the  face  ot  possible  austentv 
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I  he  hex  if  the  AAI  '  view  was  provision  loi  an  M  das  striking  1 1 <ix c  which  could 
tultill  international  commitments 

( ieneral  i  lands  contested  Arnolds  opinion  that  KcmTivs  could  not  lx-  consid¬ 
ered  equal  to  a  reads  \1  das  loree  1  he  War  Department.  I  lands  reaMined.  would 
lack  the  funds  to  keep  a  Regular  Arms  hie  enough  to  liekl  a  strong  M  das  loree 
Clearlx  the  eritieal  question  ssas  boss  ssell  could  the  Reserse  units  he  expected  to 
pertorm  l  he  War  Department's  position  pisoted  upon  the  potential  existence  ol  a 
successful  CMT  program  ss,.n  Reserse  components  trained  atul  equipped  to 
hecome  part  o!  the  available  \1  das  loree  ll  this  should  prose  to  he  the  case. 
Hands  said,  then  the  Arms  ssould  hase  a  larger  and  less  expensise  M  slas  loree 
than  without  l M  l.  depending  entirels  on  sshat  si/e  Regular  Arms  the  Congress 
ssould  approve  ' 

Arnold  msisteil  that  national  securitx  called  lor  a  statement  ol  minimum 
inilitars  requirements  (Congress  aiul  the  puhlk  had  a  right  to  know  i.  no  mattei 
sshat  funds  might  he  ohtamahle  Hands  countered  that  it  ssas  impossible  to  predict 
lulure  needs.  It  ssas  the  Vx ai  I  iepart  mein's  stand  that  alter  the  ssar  there  should  he  a 
gradual  demobilization  xsiih  the  Arms  being  reduced  onls  as  instilled  bx  ssorlsl 
esents  Hands  thought  this  ssould  elicit  congressional  support  for  perhaps  seseral 
sears  altei  the  ssar.  so  long  as  occupation  forces  stased  overseas  and  the  world 
situation  ssas  Huid  Later  on.  hossescr.  the  Arms  would  Imd  itsell  in  the  same 
position  as  alter  World  Wat  I  a  sharp  cutback  in  standing  forces  lo  Hands  and 
Marshall,  the  crucial  element  ssas  still  lunds  Based  on  past  experience,  tiles  ssere 
absolutely  certain  mones  tor  the  military  ssould  he  in  sets  short  supply. 

lompkins  had  pointed  out  that  an  Arms  Air  l-orces  ol  |(>  2<l  groups  appeared 
to  he  as  much  as  the  peacetime  national  budget  ssould  allow  It  also  approached  the 
ceiling  which  could  he  supported  hs  recruiting  1  he  cost  ot  the  postwar  establish¬ 
ment  A Alt.OOO-nian  Arms.  IM  I.  and  support  tor  the  Reserses  -  ssas  estimates! 
hs  lompkins  at  about  x2  S  billion  i 'his  amount,  he  ohsersed.  "together  w  ith  costs 
allocable  to  the  Nass.  represent  a  charge  against  the  national  budget  sshich  it  is 
expected  ssill  he  exceedingly  shtlicult  tor  the  Congress  to  support  ssith  appropria¬ 
tions."  1  Nonetheless,  the  War  Department  ssas  going  to  prepare  a  tentative 
alternate  troop  basis  icomposition)  lor  the  Permanent  Post  ssar  Arms,  resting  on  the 
premise  that  l  Ml  would  tail  to  become  a  reality  '  As  to  the  AAL's  tear  that  after 
the  ssar  there  ssould  continue  to  he  an  even  spin  in  lunds  between  the  War 
Department  and  the  Nass.  Hands  agreed  that  planning  assumptions  should  he 
ssorked  out  ssith  the  Nass  And  ( ieneral  lompkins  cautioned  that  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  should  not  permit  itsell  to  be  places!  in  an  interior  position  relative  to  the 
Nas  s  I  Inis,  the  details  ot  the  permanent  post  ssar  Arms  troop  basis  should  not  now 
he  disclosed  At  this  time,  lompkins  cmphusi/cd.  the  War  Department  should  not 
.oiniint  itsell  puhhsls  on  the  composition  ot  the  postwar  Arms 

(ieneral  lompkins  claimed  that  the  root  problem  ol  the  postssai  inilitars 
orgnm/ution  was  how  to  speed  sufficient  remlorcements  to  a  small  peacetime 
Arms  '  In  Mas  I'Us.  lompkins  outlined  the  Inundations  ot  the  War  Department  s 
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postwar  program  An  m-hcme  postwar  militar\  establishment  comprising  the 
Regular  Artnv.  National  (ittattl.  and  the  Oreamzcd  Reserve.  to  lorm  the  nucleus 
tor  initial  mobilization  it  C'oneress  declared  a  national  emereenev.  I  ntvcrsal 
Militarv  Iraimnst  to  mobilize  a  reserve  ol  trained  manpower  durum  a  national 
emcreenev.  an  adequate  militarv  intelligence  network,  an  ellieient  industrial 
mobilization  plan,  and  a  satistaclorv  research  and  development  program 

1  lie  War  Department’s  stance,  as  reiterated  In  lompkms,  was  that  American 
militarv  tradition  dtd  not  countenance  a  laiee  standing  peacetime  Artnv.  nor  had 
the  Congress  over  main  vears  backeil  one  "  <  )n  the  other  hand,  the  Wat  Depart¬ 
ment  did  not  want  to  see  anvthme  like  pre  World  War  II  Aimv  strength  In  IdO 
tor  example,  we  could  have  placevl  all  the  Regular  Artnv  in  the  continental  (.  lined 
States,  including  the  non  combat  elements,  m  the  'lankee  Stadium  and  still  have 
havl  emptv  seats  We  will  need  a  real  lorce  ’  However,  in  Slav  |V4s  with  the  war 
still  eoine  on.  the  War  Department  planners  admitted  that  too  main  unknown 
t actors  persisted  to  settle  on  the  precise  size  ol  the  postwar  \rtnv 

Although  the  War  Department  could  not  calculate  the  postwat  Artnv  A  size,  it 
harbored  no  doubt  about  the  need  lor  I'M  )  Without  I  mversal  Militaiv  Iraimne. 


M  ai  (ten  William  I  h'liipkmv  t  mui  f » *  i  let!  *  mecK  u  ilh  '  lei!  l*»  nelit  ■  lirj’j  (  n'ii 
Kvnit.ill  I  \  icUlcr.  M.u  (ten  Ku^-cll  l  M.iwsell  .tiui  Hue  (  iv  n  M  W  Wat'D'i 
Hukani  I  icM.  Ivhruar>  l'/45  (ictKT.il  Iiniipkm"  k.i-*  (Men  vim \  :.*r  .•(  flu-  W.n  IVp.irr 
ment’s  Spec  1. 1 1  Hl.innine  DiMMon 
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(ho  st.tridtni:  kooiilar  \rni\  would  liavo  (t »  ho  cxpnndod  I  hi'  laroot  Imoo  would  ho 
oosth.  opluntarv  onh'-lmonts  oould  not  sustain  it.  and  i!  would  not  ho  in  h.;rmon\ 
w  ith  Aiiioriuan  uloals  and  tradition  ()nl\  In  poaoolimo  consonption  m  h\  Imanual 
mduocinonts  to  onoourapo  \oluntar\  onlistmonls  oould  stioh  a  laioo  Imoo  ho 
maintamod  Cionoral  Marshall,  ol  oouioo.  dnl  not  ooiisidor  oitlioi  o|  tho'o  niotliods 
toasihlo  lonipkins  aooordmoh  turnod  to  a  s\  stom  ol  1  Mi  as  tholooi^al  ntiswor 'to 
tho  prohlom: 

In  l he  event  ■  »!  .1  ikiI *» *n.il  omcieet'c  \.  uc  mum  pl.u  ‘  -*u:  ‘\\  :;m!  m  I  .e  .  -  [•> ; * .  " 

•  »n  »*m  eili/en  M.’ijie:^  Howevei.  i:  ^  e^eiina.  »lui  ill.  \  -i  s..uj-, 

et te-N. live  1!  .uui  u  hen  tlu-  neve*sil\  i"i  m»*h«i|/.il •>  -n  .iM  i  .es,  .tin:  ■  i*  :  .e  '  • 

•irnl  oi'iTipo>ii)« «n  .»•  t!u  |h»m  a.ji  .n;n\  iniM  lv  'U'-eJ  ■  ■  ?:  ihe-.e  d:. 

\s  pari  1  >1  its  post w ai  planning,  tho  Wat  i  Dpaitruont  hiohkohtud  tit  \.itim:,s 
(  maid  lonipktiis  said  tho  National  t  in. it'd  should  ho  s.ipahlo  o{  myjjiodt.ilo  i  span 
sion  to  u.utmio  sirotiolii.  ahlo  to  tuini'h  units  n.ijtiod  and  oi|n:ppod  lot  sot  •.  .ss 
nii\  w  hot  o  :n  tho  world  I  \onluaiK .  tho  <  ilia  id  should  ho  ahlo  :l  ih\  0".i;  \  to  ho  Ip 
tho  Roouiat  \ttn>  dolotid  tlio  1  mlod  SlatO'  \oaui.  tho  ko>  na<  IMI.  wliioti 
v  on  Id  plaoo  tho  National  <  iiutrd  t.n  a  position  to  tooiuil  voluntoots  wlio  had 
^ompiotod  tho  ft  so. us  tt .  1 1 1 1  m  o  tindoi  tho  I  Ml  ptootam  In  addition.  tho  W  u 
I  Vparlmont  was  piamimn  an  \otno  as  woil  as  Inaotno  KosotSo  In  o.os  ■  'I 
tho  \o  ti  \  o  Kosot \o  wottkK‘ )nti  ihiiio1  tinit '  tot  tapal  friohiivaiior  arid 
.loplos  ttioiti  I  ho-  In.K ti'o  Ko'ot  \ o  would  supplv  manpowot  !■  >t  jvijiinton:  .m 
i.oodod  Kosoi  \  a  nllioct  s  w  on  hi  atol  in  train  mo  wmhii'  men  n;  tlio  l  Ml  pH  o:  am 
I  Ol  so.  tlio-  \  111  1\  Nil  |  Ol*o  0*s  hold  to  Its  pt  .  \  lotl'l '•  sta’.d  .  tow  :  I  . :  I  'll. 
n ' i a .  I  mvois.il  Miht.u  \  liamijlp  piojiani  dopotufod  upon  i ' lA-  an.  t.w  > 

and  .iitor.ii:  ( itoninl  orow  s  and  too  link  inn*  wo  i.  hut  pan  .<!  a  I'ataik  od.  Vi  hk. 

I  l.o  k  :■  >t  o  in  pi  an  in  i  io  1  o\  pan  si  mi  and  tho  mo -a  m  : .  nt  ti  'o'  oi  l  \  |  |  t  ■  .oil.  .  s 

p'opu  lat.o  ot  aimrows  must  ho  llaiikd 

I  ho  \ir  I  oro  portion  ot  tho  PhOti.iitin-maii  \nm  to  ho  mohth/o.l  w  itlur 
twoho  months  allot  M  da\  was  1.5(10.11(10  lilts  would  ioc|Uiro  tho  \ 1 1  luioo  n> 
ttam  doo.i i<  h i  mon  a \oar.  ahsorhino  noarh  thowholo  Alim  o!  V'O.oon  ptoposool 
In  ( ioikt.il  lompkms'  Spooial  Plannino  Division  I  ho  \  \l  arouod  that  tho' 
ptoio  o  tod  \i  im  ot  v'O.t  tot  i  would  not  \  ioh!  tho  M  dn>  loroo  ossonital  lot  n  uvtmo 
possihlo  mtomational  oi'iiimttmotih 


I  \ltil'li\lii/i^  o:.  'll  ( irmif  ( 

\l  oa  n  w  Ink  with  tho  w  at  in  I  uropo  ,.\  ot.  tho  War  Dop.it  tmont  ( iotiot  al  Stall 
tn  tho  spnnp  o]  Imps  startoil  planning  tot  .,n  intoom  loioo  to  undottako  occupation 
dul  10'  ill  p.  uropo  and  suhsoi|uoiltl>  111  tho  I  a!  last  allot  l.ipatl'  ailtioipatoil 
capitulation  Lot  his  part.  ( ioncrnl  \rnold  ic.i"ioncd  Mai  Don  I  auronoo  S  ku.ot 
I  tom  his  pi  ail  n  mo  pi  nt  m  Vi  nshmoton  to  hoc  onto  I  Vputv  (  omutaiklot  ot  the  \  \l  . 
I’tk  tlio  (  Vo.in  Area  Mat  (ion  Latins  Nofstad  topi,  u  od  kutot  as  Assistant  (  Inol  ot 
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An  Stall.  Plans  In  PM2.  as  a  colonel.  Norstad  had  served  on  (iencral  Arnold’s 
Adv  tsi >1  \  Council  Nc\t.  hn  was  a  planner  lor  the  Lweltth  Air  Loree  and  the 
Northwest  Alrican  Ait  Lorees.  hrotn  .lanuarv  to  June  PM4.  he  was  Director  ot 
t  )perations  lot  the  Mediterranean  Allied  Air  l  orees  In  DM  A  based  in  Washington 
as  duel  ot  Stall  ol  the  Twentieth  Air  Loree.  Ite  worked  dircctlv  under  Arnold  in 
planning  the  strateme  bomhtne  campaign  aeamsi  Japan. 

Also.  Arnold  iransterred  I  t  Ceil.  Ira  C  Laker  from  ills  Mediterranean 
s  ommand  to  Washington.  as  I  leputv  Commanding  ( ieneral .  A  A I .  and  Clnel  ol  Air 
Stall  In  his  new  post.  Taker  would  control  planmne  lor  the  AM  N  interim  and 
permanent  force  struct. nes.  He  would  likewise  have  a  dominant  role  in  establish- 
me  the  AAI  S  position  on  unilication  legislation.  On  Mav  41.  Id4s.  L.aker 
approved  anti  sent  to  the  Special  Plan  .ate  Division  an  Interim  Air  l  oree  plan 
consisting  ol  7X  croups  and  42  separate  squadrons.  totahne  64s. 2Xb  nnlitarv 
personnel  I  his  plan  was  designed  lot  the  period  from  the  end  ot  demobilization  to 
\  .1  l);t\  plus  three  veins  Still  another  plan,  eal led  the  "V  .1  Plan."  was  created  In 
Hnp  ( ien  Davison's  Special  Protects  Oliice  in  mid-July  I  his  demobilization 
plan,  to  be  activated  upon  the  defeat  ol  lapan  i  w  Inch  was  assumed  to  be  Auiuist  41 . 
Ids i.  set  the  “b-proup  (mure  as  the  point  at  which  demobilization  would  end,  It 
s  ailed  lot  "N  croups.  42  separate  squadrons,  and  si  total  ol  (-04. (100  enlisted  and 
ottivcr  petsonnel  In  completing  these  plans,  l.aker  w;is  complvme  with  War 
Department  guidelines,  stipulating  tluit  the  An  l  oree  would  receive  one  v ear's 
notice  ol  impendme  war.  The  important  thine  was  lor  the  Air  Loree  to  retain 
cnot/rh  men  to  build  an  cf’tectivc  in-bemt,'  loree 

Meantime,  in  the  slimmer  ol  1044.  Navv  Secretarv  James  \  Lorrestal 
proposed  legislation  to  increase  the  permanct  postwar  streneth  of  the  Navv  and 
Marine  (  orps  LorrcstaLs  muve  disturbevl  both  Marshall  and  President  Truman.  It 
lolloweil  bv  ;i  short  time  the  publication  ol  a  report  bv  the  .ICS  Special  Committee 
on  Reorganization  (Richardson  Committeei.  seorinr  the  absence  ot  interservice 
eoorditiiition  as  one  o|  the  ma|or  delteieneies  in  wartime  Marshall  observed  that 
Lorrestal's  attempt  to  enlarge  naval  streneth  bv  statute  was  a  prune  evaitiple  ot  a 
mihtarv  sen  ice  come  its  ovv  u  wav  and  a  demonstration  ol  the  need  lor  unilication 
once  the  war  ended  human  reacted  bv  directum  his  personal  mihtatv  adviser. 
Ad  m.  W  1 1  ham  D  I  ahv .  to  .  >rder  all  the  mililat  v  set  v  ices  >  rethink  then  re  quire- 
u  tents  l  hi  s  icview.  the  President  said,  "should  consider  our  international 
commitments  toi  the  postwat  vvotld.  the  development  ot  new  weapons,  and  the 
ivlutivc  position  ot  the  services  m  connection  with  these  t actors  " 

As  ,i  tesuli  ol  I  run  tan's  request  the  serv  tees  qtiicklv  tie  lined  and  I  or  mu  luted 
then  postwar  requirements.  (Icnetal  Arnold  instructed  Npaat/.  Wind.  nbety.  Nor 
stad .  and  I  akei  to  set  the  A  AI  N  permanent  peacetime  lotce  obtective  An  Uicust 
2s .  lb  l a  .  ( iene r vt I !  akei  approv ed  the  Coal  ot  a  4 1  croup  Ait  I  o;  ee  t  Nsl  U  It  id  men  e 
a  teduttion  liom  croups  1  ins  laiulm  rk  tlecision  was  not  solelv  arrived  at  bv 
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deliberations  ol  the  AAF  leaders  It  reflected  the  War  Department's  decision  of 
August  27  that  the  A Al  would  have  to  settle  tor  a  7()-group  program  within  a 
574.(KHI-man  ligurc.  The  70-group.  574. 000-man  figures  were  broken  down  In 
tlte  War  Department  as  follows: " 
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The  Army  Air  Forces  disagreed  with  the  location  ol  specific  A  AH  groups:  for 
example,  it  was  reconfiguring  the  number  ol  groups  to  be  stationed  in  F.uropeO 

Hits  War  Department  personnel  ceiling  of  574.000  was  specified  for  the 
Interim  Air  Force  as  ol  July  I.  1446.  exclusive  ol  students  and  replacements.  The 
AAF  was  enjoined  to  reduce  tins  number  to  550.000.  including  students  and 
replacements,  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter."  At  the  same  time.  Faker  directed 
that  the  AAF  would  accept  about  100  B  24s  which  were  vvtualiy  completed. 
Production  of  all  other  B  24.  P  47.  and  P-51  aircraft  not  needed  to  meet  the  70- 
group  program  would  be  canceled.  General  Faker  decided  on  25  very  heav  y  bomb 
groups  of  B  24s  m  lieu  of  the  previously  planned  40  groups.  Of  the  already 
scheduled  40  very  heavy  bomber  (YIIB)  groups.  2b  were  to  be  deployed  to  Asia 
<  including  the  western  Pacilie).  4  to  Hawaii.  I  to  Alaska.  2  to  the  Caribbean,  and  5 
m  the  I  Anted  States  ''  t  his  deployment  change  by  Faker  in  late  August  meant  that 
12  very  heavy  bomb  groups  would  be  kepi  in  the  Pacilie  (25  \  FIB  groups  were 
there  at  the  end  of  August):  I  \  IIB  would  be  stationed  in  Alaska.  2  in  the 
(  aribbean.  5  in  the  l  tilted  States,  ant)  5  sent  to  Furope.  Very  heavy  bomb  groups 
picked  for  Fill  rope  were  the  44  th .  45d.  44Sth.  4o7th.  and  4S5th  Departure  ol  these 
live  units,  scheduled  lor  October  1445.  was  postponed  to  December  and  then  to 
summer  1446.  The  delav  was  due  to  the  need  to  replace  many  personnel  ol  these 
gtoiips  lost  through  demobilization."  1  he  War  Department  approved  Faker's  very 
heavy  bombardment  deployment  plan  on  September  I.  1445. 

I  he  rest  ol  the  verv  heavy  bombers  would  be  used  m  the  training  program  or 
kept  in  depots  as  a  reserve,  long-range  reconnaissance  needs  were  to  be  met  bv 
rotating  one  squadron  ol  each  VHB  group  Suh|cct  to  reductions  that  might  be 
necessary  to  meet  the  70  groups,  there  would  be  25  lighter  groups.  5  ol  them  11  v  mg 
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P  80s.''"  In  September  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  endorsed  the  70-group  lieu  re.  to  he 
reuehed  by  July  I.  104b. 

Also  in  September.  Norstad  explained  the  rationale  that  would  be  used  to 
lustitv  the  70-group  Air  Force.  Two  considerations  were  paramount  first,  a 
substantial  standing  Air  force  would  ha\e  to  be  maintained  because  of  the 
increasing  American  interest  in  international  economies  and  polities  Norstad 
called  this  the  "broadening"  of  the  U  S.  sphere  of  inlluence.  Second,  the  time 
when  an  Air  force  or  an  Army  could  be  equipped  and  trained  almost  overnight  was 
gone.  "In  the  next  war."  General  Norstad  emphasi/cd.  “we  will  be  in  the  midst  ol 
an  all-out  war  from  the  start."  Norstad  specified  the  AAF  N  requirements  as  long- 
range  reconnaissance,  strategic  bombing,  air  defense,  support  of  ground  torces. 
and  the  contribution  of  air  forces  to  a  Cnited  Nations  organization  Perhaps  the 
major  consideration,  he  noted,  would  be  the  state  of  the  postwar  economy,  lo 
support  a  postwar  Air  force  of  550. 000  would  be  inexpensive  compared  to  the  cost 
of  conducting  a  future  war 

In  November.  General  Vandenberg.  Assistant  Chief  ot  Stall  for  Operations 
and  Training,  apprised  faker  that  the  War  Department  General  Stall  had  desig¬ 
nated  only  400.000  troops  for  the  AAf.  If  accepted  by  the  AAf.  Vandenberg  said, 
the  War  Department  would  freeze  this  figure  until  February  1047.  when  reductions 
might  occur  it  Congress  cut  the  Army's  overall  one  million-man  ceiling  Vanden¬ 
berg  approved  of  the  400.000  level,  asserting  that  the  War  Department  would 
permit  70  groups  if  strict  economy  ruled  in  the  use  ol  personnel  ' 

W'hile  these  important  decisions  were  being  made,  f  icncral  Dav  i son's  Special 
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Projects  Office  phased  out  in  September  1045.  Nors’id.  Assistant  Chicl  of  Air 
Staff.  Plans,  had  assumed  a  far  larger  role  in  the  planning  process  and  would  now 
monitor  changes  in  the  size  and  composition  of  the  postwar  Air  Force.  Davison's 
Special  Projects  became  the  Special  Planning  Division  (under  Col  Reuben  C. 
Moffat)  of  the  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  Plans. ,,J 

With  the  war  ended  and  F'aker  having  formally  established  the  AAF  goal  of 
400.000  men  as  directed  by  the  War  Department.  Headquarters  AAF  revised  its 
V-J  Plan  on  September  19.  1945.  This  revision  of  "Assumptions  and  Ground 
Rules"  specified  three  periods:  I.  July  1945  to  September  2.  1945  ( V-J  Day  which 
had  already  passed);  11.  from  September  2.  1945.  to  July  1 .  1946;  and  III.  from  July 
1946  to  July  1948.  The  revision  delineated  an  Interim  Air  Force  during  Periods  1 
and  11  of  a  size  and  composition  necessary  to  furnish  occupational  forces  in  Asia 
and  Europe;  provide  a  tirstline  defensive  striking  force  and  a  strategic  reserve; 
supply  a  military  air  transport  service,  operated  by  the  Air  Force  for  all  the 
services;  and  maintain  training  and  research  facilities. The  strategic  reserve  was 
delined  as  that  part  of  the  Interim  Air  Force  to  be  available  immediately  to  reinforce 
units  anywhere  in  the  world."4  The  Mobilized  Air  Force  referred  to  the  1 .500. 000 
personnel  for  forming  131  groups  that  could  be  mobilized  within  twelve  months 
during  an  emergency. 

Thus,  the  Interim  Air  Force  would  exist  until  July  I.  1948.  composed  of 
574.0(H)  personnel  exclusive  of  students  and  replacements.  It  would  stabilize  as 


Mai  (ien  l,auris  Norstad.  A 
member  ot  the  A  At \  peace¬ 
time  planning  team,  he  fore¬ 
saw  the  need  tor  a  large  stand¬ 
ing  Air  l  orce 
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soon  as  possible  thereafter  at  a  period  111  strength  of  5 50. 00(1  ineluding  students 
and  replacements.  The  September  19.  1945  plan  also  stated  that  the  Interim  Air 
Force  would  be  organized  so  as  to  “facilitate  early  implementation  of  the  basic 
recommendations  of  the  Richardson  Committee  with  respect  to  the  establishment 
of  a  single  Department  of  National  Defense."*'"  This  September  1945  plan  in  large 
measure  bore  the  stamp  of  General  Norstad.  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  Plans.  He 
suggested  that  the  AAF  take  the  lead  in  proposing  a  military  air  transport  service, 
and  encouraged  Faker  to  plan  for  the  eventual  integration  of  ASWAAF  personnel 
into  the  Air  Force.  These  recommendations  lit  into  Norstad's  larger  framework 
calling  for  greater  attention  to  planning  for  the  transition  to  the  peacc’ime  Air 
Force.'"' 

After  President  Truman  had  asked  for  the  serv  ices'  requirements,  the  War 
Department  in  August  had  created  the  Special  War  Department  Committee  on  the 
Permanent  Military  establishment,  headed  by  Brig.  Gen.  William  W.  Bessell.  .Ir. 
The  Bessell  Committee's  report  (revised  many  times  m  September  and  October) 
underscored  that  its  recommendations  should  in  no  wav  compromise  the  goal  of  a 
single  Department  of  the  Armed  Forces,  if  that  is  what  should  be  decided  upon. 
This  committee  also  stated  that  the  United  States  would  undoubtedly  keep  a 
peacetime  force  and.  in  the  event  of  an  emergency,  mobilize  industry  and  the 
citizen  army.  The  Regular  establishment  would  be  supported  by  the  National 
Guard  and  the  Organized  Reserve.  Adequate  manning  and  training  of  these 
Reserve  components  could  only  be  done  by  a  system  of  Universal  Military 
Training."' 

The  committee  acknowledged  the  difficulty  of  planning  the  future  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  military  establishment  as  well  as  defining  roles  and  missions. 

It  i'  impossible  al  this  nine  to  envisage  precisely  the  nature  of  the  military  establishment 
w  ilh  which  we  w  ill  enter  the  next  war  In  the  first  place  the  decision  as  to  whether  or  no! 
there  will  he  a  single  Department  of  Armed  forces  will  have  a  profound  etlect  In  the 
second  place  the  rapid  strides  which  arc  currently  being  made  m  the  research  and 
development  ol  new  weapons  are  such  that  our  present  concept  of  military  oream/ation. 
tactics  and  strategy  may  have  to  he  materially  altered.  In  the  third  place  National  I’olicv. 
on  which  military  policy  is  based,  is  itselt  lluid."* 

The  committee's  report  thought  it  unlikely  that  the  atomic  bomb  would  be 
employed  except  in  a  conflict  w  ith  a  major  power.  For  other  wars,  forces  would  be 
organized  to  use  conventional  weapons."’  So.  a  series  of  arbitrary  assumptions 
were  made  as  to  what  the  Army  must  deliver:  minimum  forces  to  protect  strate¬ 
gically  located  bases  in  outlying  areas  of  responsibility:  sufficient  air  and  ground 
striking  forces  in  the  United  States,  able  to  move  rapidly  to  any  area:  and  a  nucleus 
of  trained  officers  and  men  held  in  reserve  in  the  United  States.  "General  Marshall. 


*  See  Chapter  III  tor  a  discussion  ot  the  recommendations  ol  the  Richardson  Committee 
Besides  C  hairman  Bessell  from  the  Operational  [Mans  Division,  the  committee  included  Brie 
(ien  l.dwin  W  Chamberlain,  (i  V  Brie  Cien  Reuben  1'  Jenkins.  Anm  (iround  loues.  Bite  Den 
(Hen  C  Jamison.  AAI  .  and  Brie  Cien  Henrv  C  VVolt’e.  Arms  Service  I  oices 
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however,  found  the  committee's  interim  report  unrealistic  in  that  he  was  convinced 
that  the  cost  to  support  such  a  permanent  military  establishment  would  not  be  voted 
by  a  peacetime  Congress.  Furthermore,  personnel  to  support  such  a  program  could 
not  be  obtained  by  a  voluntary  enlistment  program.  Brig.  Gen.  Henry  1,  Modes. 
War  Department  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff.  told  the  Bessel!  Committee  in 
October  that  its  suggested  (igures  were  unnecessarily  large  since  the  committee 
had  yet  to  weigh  the  thrust  of  UMT.  Modes  said  that  once  a  UMT  program  had  been 
established.  National  Guard  units  could  he  ready  on  or  shortly  alter  M  day. 
Organized  Reserve  units  could  be  made  combat  ready  more  quickly  than  be  lore, 
and  the  strength  ot  a  "skeletonized"  Regular  Army  could  be  expanded  as  need  be. 
He  asserted  that 

l  Ik*  requirement  tor  an  air  force  in  being  and  strategical  I  \  deployed,  as  well  as  (or  a  liigfi 
percentage  ot  technical  and  specialized  training,  will  require  a  corresponding  increase 
in  strength.  Chose  units  serving  overseas  may  haw  to  he  manned  at  greater  strength  than 
those  stationed  within  the  continental  limits  ot  the  1  S 

Modes  directed  that  the  special  committee  should  emphasize:  the  effect  of  the 
atomic  bomb  and  new  weapons  on  warfare  and  the  resultant  changes  in  unit  needs: 
an  analysis  of  how  many  personnel  might  be  procured  by  voluntary  enlistment;  the 
demand  for  stringent  economy:  the  impact  of  Universal  Military  Training;  max¬ 
imum  “skeletonization"  of  units  in  the  permanent  establishment;  and  maximum 
use  of  civilians.  Modes  also  wanted  the  special  committee  to  keep  in  touch  w  ith  the 
Patch  Board,  w  hich  was  conducting  hearings  to  recommend  a  reorganization  of  the 
War  Department 

In  line  with  Modes'  directive.  General  Bessell  advised  the  committee  that 
AAF  planning  should  be  guided  by  the  policy  that  air  units  in  the  continental 
United  Stales  would  either  be  kepi  at  50  percent  strength  or  the  number  of  groups 
would  be  reduced.  Overseas  air  units  would  be  held  at  80  percent  or  less  or 
similarly  the  number  of  units  would  be  pared.  Bessell  next  presented  figures 
totaling  4.15.000  men;  Army  Air  Forces.  150.000;  Army  Ground  Forces.  100.000; 
Army  Service  Forces.  60.000;  overhead.  15.000;  training.  National  Guard. 
Organized  Reserve,  and  UMT.  110.000  ‘  Bessel  Is  guidance  of  course  conflicted 
with  the  AAF’s  objective  of  ;•  70-group.  400.000-man  Air  Force. 

In  early  November  1 045 .  General  Bessell  pressed  for  a  Regular  Army  ceiling 
of  500.000  w  ith  200.000  of  this  ligure  allocated  to  UMT.  National  Guard,  and  the 
Organized  Reserve.  The  remaining  100.0(H)  would  be  divided  as  follows;  AAF. 
165.0(H).  AGF.  100.000;  and  ASF.  .15.000.  J  At  this  juncture.  Brig.  Gen.  Glen  C. 
Jamison,  the  AAF  committee  member,  apprised  General  Norstad  of  Bessell  s 
guidance  which  fell  far  short  of  what  the  AAF  believed  it  needed.  Norstad  (now  the 
primary  locus  for  Air  Staff  planning  since  General  Davison's  departure  from  the 
Special  Projects  Office)  ordered  Jamison  to  draw  up  a  formal  reply  to  Bessell  s 
request  This  meant  assisting  the  committee  with  such  information  as  needed. 
Nevertheless.  Norstad  instructed  Jamison  that  under  no  circumstances  would  the 
AAF  accept  less  lhan  70  groups  and  400.000  personnel.  The  ceiling  of  165.000 
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would  in  no  way  be  a  recommendation  of  the  Army  An  forces  nor  would  the  AAP 
accept  such  a  ligure.  '  General  Jamison  followed  Norstad’s  direction  and  on 
November  17  sent  the  committee  information  supporting  a  plan  t or  an  Air  f-orceof 
22  groups  and  34  separate  squadrons.  Simultaneously.  Jamison  stressed  the  AAfs 
adherence  to  the  400. 000-man.  70-group  program  ' 


Jamison's  Dissent  to  lies sell  Committee 

On  November  24.  1445.  having  revised  its  hgures  once  again,  the  Besscll 
Committee  proposed  to  General  Marshall  a  War  Department  troop  basis  ot 
562, 700  including  203.600  AAL  personnel,  organized  into  25  I  2  groups  m  the 
United  States  and  8  I  2  groups  overseas.  General  Jamison  tiled  a  minority  report 
suggesting  acceptance  of  the  400.000  AAP  troop  basis.  Jamison  noted  that  so  tar 
attempts  by  the  AAP  to  receive  approval  lor  its  force  structure  ol  400.000  had 
tailed.  Typically.  the  War  Department  continued  to  recommend  a  ceiling  eonsulei- 
ablv  below  what  the  Arms  Air  forces  considered  to  be  the  minimum  lamison 
pointed  out  that  "after  the  second  major  war  in  this  century  and  the  costliest  ever 
suffered  by  this  nation,  it  is  desperately  necessary  that  we  lay  well-conceived  plans 
for  a  military  security  force  that  will  effective!;*  guarantee  the  peace  and  safety  ol 
the  I  S."  ’  Like  General  Arnold.  Jamison  argued  that  the  AAP  would  fail  to  lultill 
its  obligations  it  it  did  not  make  plans,  aside  from  arbitrary  budget  estimates  l  he 
Army  Air  forces  owed  the  nation  a  realistic  assessment  ol  air  requirements  Iwo 
considerations  were  paramount  The  first  was  national  security  and  the  second  was 
the  economy.  Air  Staff  plans  since  1443.  Jamison  asserted,  "have  resulted  in  the 
firm  conviction  that  the  70-Group  Air  force  (which  .  .  has  been  squeezed  into  a 
400.000  tentative  'Proop  Basis)  is  the  bedrock  minimum  with  which  the  Air  force 
can  accomplish  its  peacetime  mission  "  Reductio  of  Air  force  strength  from 
400.000  to  203.600  meant  a  considerable  diminution  of  the  striking  force.  It  was 
simply  not  acceptable  to  the  Army  Air  forces. 

Jamison  depicted  the  peacetime  mission  as  building  a  ready  striking  force  that 
could  operate  instantly  on  a  global  scale  and  at  the  same  time  protect  mobilization 
at  home  Overseas  bases  (with  intermediate  lields)  would  likewise  be  needed.  It 
was  contradictory  to  plan  a  network  of  overseas  bases,  as  the  administration  was 
doing,  and  yet  simultaneously  slash  the  AAP  below  70  groups,  thus  neglecting  to 
allocate  the  requisite  units  to  maintain  such  bases  Moreover,  "stripping  the  Air 
force  ol  the  units  needed  for  its  mission  will  be  an  admission  that  this  country  must 
rely  for  security  in  the  air  on  the  Naval  Air  forces,  which  is  a  more  expensive  and 
less  effective  way  of  attacking  the  problem  of  air  security."*"  The  proposed  Regular 
Air  force  would  be  too  small  to  meet  its  major  responsibility  -reply  ing  to  a 
surprise,  all-out  attack.  And  again  bearing  down  on  one  of  the  AAP's  chiet 
arguments,  a  point  which  General  Arnold  refused  to  compromise:  a  thoroughly 
trained  combat  force  was  required  The  number  of  pilots  having  experience  in 
combat  units  before  entering  the  Reserves  must  be  balanced  with  the  output  from 
CMT" 
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Meanwhile,  the  long-time  proponents  of  UMT.  of  whom  General  Marshall 
had  been  the  most  important  and  conspicuous,  received  a  tremendous  boost  from 
the  President.*  Mr.  Truman,  who  profoundly  respected  Marshall,  was  known  to 
favor  universal  training.  At  a  press  conference  in  June  1945.  he  had  pointed!) 
mentioned  that  he  held  strong  views  on  this  subject,  which  he  said  he  would 
subsequently  make  known  On  October  23  the  Commander  in  Chief  delivered  a 
formal  address  on  UMT  to  a  |oint  session  of  Congress.  He  said  that  the  war  just 
ended  had  made  one  point  clear:  If  attacked  in  the  future,  the  United  States  would 
not  have  time  to  adequately  arm  itself.  Consequently.  Truman  said  that  the  nation 
could  either  maintain  a  large  standing  Army  or  rely  on  a  small  Army  supported  by 
trained  citizens,  able  to  be  speedily  mobilized.  To  President  Truman,  the  proper 
course  was  clear.  The  country  should  depend  on 

a  comparative!)  smafl  professional  armed  force,  reinforced  by  a  well- framed  and 
ettectiseh  organized  citizen  reserve  The  backbone  of' our  military  force  should  be  the 
trained  citizen  who  is  first  and  foremost  a  civilian,  and  w  ho  becomes  a  soldier  or  a  sailor 
onh  in  time  of  danger  and  only  when  Congress  considers  it  necessary.  This  plan  is 
obviously  more  practical  and  economical.  It  conforms  more  closely  to  long-standing 
American  tradition.  The  citizen  reserve  must  he  a  trained  reserve.  We  can  meet  the  need 
for  a  framed  reserve  in  only  one  wav — bv  universal  training.*' 

Truman  recommended  that  the  postwar  military  organization  consist  of  com¬ 
paratively  small  Regular  forces,  a  strengthened  National  Guard  and  Organized 
Reserve,  and  a  General  Reserve  composed  of  all  male  citizens  who  had  received 
Universal  Military  Training.  The  General  Reserve,  as  proposed  by  Truman,  could 
be  quickly  mobilized,  but  would  not  be  obliged  to  serve  unless  called  up  by  an  Act 
of  Congress.  To  man  the  General  Reserve,  he  proposed  adoption  of  UMT.  under 
which  citizens  would  be  trained  for  one  year.  Young  men  would  enter  training  upon 
graduation  from  high  school  or  at  the  age  of  eighteen,  whichever  was  later.  The 
President  argued  that  this  system  would  give  the  nation  "a  democratic  and  efficient 
military  force."  The  atomic  bomb,  he  stressed,  was  of  little  value  without  a  strong 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force.  Truman  urged  Congress  to  pass  UMT  legislation 
promptly.*' 


Arnold  Uri>es  70-Groups 

Arnold,  however,  was  not  deflected  from  promoting  the  70-group  program. 
To  the  contrary,  he  renewed  the  AAF's  attack  on  UMT  and  the  Bessell  Committee 
report.  In  December  1045.  he  underscored  to  Army  Chief  of  Staff  General 
Eisenhower  that  Headquarters  AAF  concurred  with  Jamison’s  minority  report. 


‘Secretary  ot  War  Robert  P  Patterson  was  also  an  advocate  ot  l  Mi  He  generally  supported 
Marshall  s  views  and  also  emphasized  the  way  t  MT  would  stimulate  a  sense  of  responsibility  and  ot 
duty  on  the  part  of  the  nation's  youth.  Patterson  believed  thal  "service  in  the  ranks  should  he  obligatory 
before  young  men  could  quality  for  officers'  commission  ”  ti.tr.  Patterson  to  Herbert  Pell.  Nov  2d. 
I'M.I.  in  Pittcrson  Papers.  MIX  IX'.  Box  21  I 
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A  203. 600-man  Air  Force  would  yield  a  force  in  be  mu  that  could  neither  sustain 
national  security  nor  properly  support  ground  and  nasal  operations.  I'ntil  the 
reorganization  or  unification  of  the  armed  forces,  the  minimum  strength  of  the 
AAF  to  discharge  its  postwar  mission  was  70  groups  with  at  least  400.000  men.'' 

Besides.  Arnold  strenuously  oh|ceted  to  the  way  in  which  postwar  require¬ 
ments  were  being  drafted  by  the  services  President  Truman  hail  requested  in 
August  IM45  that  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Stall  res  icw  the  Na\  y  \  demands  relative  ti'  the 
peacetime  ne  Js  of  all  the  services.  Truman  wanted  nothing  less  than  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  plan,  but  the  question  was  how  to  develop  it.  Arnold  opposed  devising  this 
plan  by  having  each  of  the  services  independently  arrive  at  their  wants  and 
afterwards  forcing  them  to  make  minor  revisions.  The  AAF  Commander  reiterated 
that  the  President  wanted  the  Joint  Chiefs  first  to  consider  the  postwar  military 
organization  the  country  needed,  and  then  to  figure  out  the  forces  required  for  such 
an  establishment.  Having  the  services  work  out  their  needs  on  their  own.  Arnold 
argued,  was  hound  to  spaw  n  duplication  and  excessive  requirements.  It  w  as  simply 
not  an  efficient  way  to  do  business.  As  an  example.  Arnold  pointed  to  the  existence 
of  two  air  transport  services,  the  Navy  's  and  the  AAF's.*  Such  duplication  was 

‘They  would  lx-  combined  in  June  I 'MX.  with  creation  ol  the  Military  Air  Transport  Scr\  ice.  under 
General  Kuler  See  Chapter  VII 


Bessell  Committee  member. 
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tee's  recommendations  and 
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4HU.0IH)  militurv  personnel 
program. 
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cost l\  and  Arnold  suggested  that  the  money  would  better  be  spent  on  research  and 
development."  Over  and  above  all  other  considerations,  he  thought  the  A  A I  might 
not  receive  the  forces  it  required  il  the  serv  ices  continued  independently  to  assess 
their  needs.  He  wanted  air  requirements  to  be  generally  recognized  as  preeminent. 

General  Arnold  repeated  his  preference  for  a  single  Department  of  National 
Defense  as  recommended  by  the  April  1045  report  of  the  JCS  special  committee. 
He  said  that  this  committee,  whose  sole  purpose  was  to  suggest  a  postwar 
organization  for  the  nation's  defense,  consisted  of  members  from  all  the  serv  ices. 
He  also  emphasized  that  forces  being  proposed  by  the  War  Department  for  the 
postwar  Air  Force  were  wholly  inadequate.  Due  to  War  Department  restrictions — 
witness  the  Bessell  Committee  deliberations — the  AAF  lacked  the  latitude  to  draw 
up  its  own  requirements,  thus  giving  the  Navy  an  unfair  advantage  in  stating  its 
aviation  needs.  In  addition,  the  AAI  had  to  have  ample  forces  to  support  the 
planned  international  Air  Force  under  the  United  Nations.'1' 

The  positions  put  forth  by  General  Arnold  and  other  AAF  leaders  were 
persuasive.  They  were  highlighted  in  November  1945  when  A  A I  and  War  Depart¬ 
ment  planners  discussed  the  overall  War  Department  troop  basis  and  the  Army  Air 
Forces'  contribution  to  it.  General  Staff  members,  no  doubt  swayed  by  the  new 
Army  Chief  of  Staff  Eisenhower's  view  on  the  significance  of  air  warfare,  became 
persuaded  that  the  AAF  must  have  sufficient  forces  to  accomplish  its  postwar 


Provident  Truman  and  (ion 
Dwight  I),  l-isonhovvor  The 
president  favored  maintaining! 
a  small  standing  Army,  sup- 
purled  by  trained  citizen 
reserves 
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tasks  They  agreed  to  the  4(KMKMf-man  eeilmg.  to  encompass  students,  "pipeline 
population,”  and  other  personnel  in  support  ot  the  7(Tgroup  program  "  I  lie 
400. (KM)  would  be  frozen  trom  June  40.  1040.  until  Fcbruarv  I.  104".  when  a 
reduction  might  be  dictated  should  Congress  then  decrease  the  Arms  below  one 
million  personnel.  Arms  Air  forces  planners  assented  to  this  approach  with  the 
understanding  that  400.000  would  remain  constant  unless  selective  service  or 
enlistments  tailed  to  meet  the  overall  troop  program 

However.  I’M  I  persisted  as  a  major  concern  The  Arms  Air  forces  wanted  to 
be  sure  it  would  not  have  to  support  L’MTout  ot  the  70-group  program  The  AAF 
estimated  a  need  for  70.000  additional  men  to  support  I  M  F.  National  Guard,  and 
the  Reserve  General  Arnold  regarded  400.000  as  the  minimum  lor  70  groups  The 
extra  70.000  would  therefore  have  to  be  met  from  other  sources."  Arnold  next  met 
with  f  isenhower.  who  approved  the  AAF’s  position  that  400.000  would  not 
embrace  GMT  or  other  civilian  components.'''  This  number  would  support  the  70- 
group  program,  including  essential  support  units.  Military  personnel  returning  to 
the  Tinted  States  lor  discharge  or  hospitalization  would  be  charged  to  the  War 
Department’s  troop  basis. 

With  Hisenhowers  concurrence  in  the  70-group.  400. 000-man  program,  the 
AAF  Special  Planning  Division  (part  of  Assistant  Chief  c,!  \;r  Staff.  Plans), 
published  on  December  26.  1945.  a  definitive  plan  tor  the  peacetmie  force.  Titled 
"Assumptions  and  Ground  Rules  Pertaining  to  the  Interim  and  Peacetime  Air 
Forces  Plans."  it  superseded  the  September  19.  1945.  plan  called  "Revision  of  the 
Assumptions  and  Ground  Rules  ot  the  AAF  VJ  Plan  of  15  July  1945."  Distributed 
throughout  the  AAF.  the  new  plan  pointed  out  that  the  Army  Air  Forces  was  ehiellv 
concerned  with  occupation  activities  in  Germany  and  Japan,  with  demobilization, 
and  with  readjustment  from  war  to  peacetime  requirements.  The  Interim  Period 
would  be  the  time  during  which  these  needs  were  being  met.  with  the  Air  Force 
being  known  as  the  Interim  Air  Force.  ' 

The  December  1945  plan  defined  the  postwar  military  establishment  as  the 
organization  in  being  when  the  ;  ulitarv  returned  to  full  peacetime  status.  This 
establishment  was  therefore  not  designed  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  transition 
period  trom  war  to  peace  But  when  the  interim  period  ended  and  Congress  passed 
legislation  to  put  the  Air  Force  on  a  peacetime  footing,  it  would  be  known  as  the 
Peacetime  or  Permanent  Air  Force  And  in  time  it  would  be  termed  the  Air  Force 
and  would  comprise  the  Regular  Air  Force.  Air  Reserve,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard.'" 

this  plan  described  the  Regular  Air  Force  as  the  "professional  component  ot 
the  Air  Force  ”  (n  addition  to  the  Regular  Air  Force,  a  volunteer  Reserve  Officer 
Training  Corps  system  in  civilian  schools  would  produce  a  qualified  reserve  o!  air 
officers.  Cniversal  Military  Training,  once  in  force,  would  furnish  a  trained 
reserve  of  enlisted  men.  The  so-called  General  Reserve  was  depicted  as  that  part  of 
the  interim  or  peacetime  Air  Force  "available  for  immediate  reinforcement  of  units 

which  may  be  committed  to  action  in  anv  part  of  the  world. . The  M  dav  Air 

Force  consisted  of  combat  units  readv  for  action  on  the  first  dav  of  mobilization 
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These  units  included  the  peacetime  Regular  Air  Force  (including  Reserves  on 
active  duty)  and  that  portion  of  the  Air  National  Guard  1ANG1  available  tor 
immediate  action. ' 

What  became  known  as  the  Mobilized  Air  Force  was  the  Air  Force  to  be 
created  within  one  year  alter  a  future  N1  day.  As  of  December  1445.  it  was 
presumed  that  w  ith  a  system  of  l' M  l  and  the  resulting  million-mail  reserve  in  the 
Peacetime  Air  Force,  the  Mobilized  Air  Force  would  total  1 .500. Dot)  organized 
into  151  groups  (not  including  antiaircraft  artillery i  The  151  groups  would  he 
formed  by  70  Regular  groups.  27  from  the  Air  National  Guard,  and  54  from  the 
Organized  Air  Reserve. 

According  to  the  December  1945  plan,  the  mission  of  the  Air  Force  was 

to  develop,  train  and  maintain  a  mditarx  toree  capable  at  any  time,  through  the 
immediate  sustained,  and  increasing  exercise  ot  an  power,  o!  detendmu  the  integrity  ot 
the  I'mtcd  States  and  its  strategic  areas,  ot  supporting  1  S  international  obligations,  and 
ot  cooperating  vuih  ground  and  naval  forces  similarly  encaged 

The  same  troop  basis  and  group  strength  applied  to  both  the  Interim  and  Peacetime 
Air  Forces:  400.000  military  personnel  and  70  combat  groups.  With  Fisenhower’s 
acceptance  of  the  Peacetime  Air  Force,  the  "training  overhead"  of  I  MT  would 
require  another  70.000  Reserves  on  extended  active  duty.  Composition  of  70 
combat  groups  would  be  25  very  heav  y  bomb  groups.  25  lighter  groups.  5  medium 
and  light  bomber  groups.  10  transport  groups,  and  5  tactical  reconnaissance 
groups.  The  plan  also  specified  a  Department  <>t  the  Armed  Forces  with  three 
branches—  Army.  Navy  ,  and  Air  Force  Also  in  the  postwar  Air  Force  organization 
was  a  Deputy  Chief  of  Air  Staff  for  Seicntitic  Research  and  Development.  "  In 
November  1945.  Maj.  Gen  Curtis  F.  I.eMay  had  been  appointed  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff  for  Research  and  Development 

The  plan  additionally  called  tor  an  "Air  Force  School"  offering  Tactical. 
Command  and  Staff,  and  Air  War  courses,  and  for  creating  an  Air  Force  Institute  of 
Technology  under  the  Air  Technical  Service  Command  Antiaircraft  artillery  and 
Arms  and  Services  with  the  Army  Air  Forces  would  he  integral  parts  of  the 
Peacetime  Air  Force.  The  ratio  of  rated  to  nonrated  officers  in  this  force  was  put  at 
70  to  50. 1 


l  inal  Approval  for  70  Croups 

Definitive  AAF  postwar  planning  forced  GenerJ  Bessel  I  m  December  1945 
to  once  again  revise  his  committee's  report  This  time  it  at  lorded  an  Army  An 
Forces  of  70  groups  and  419.555  personnel  (55.5X4  officers  and  505.771  enlisted 
men).  F.isenhower  appr<  veil  these  figures  in  the  War  Department’s  Tentative  Plan 
lor  a  Permanent  Peacetime  Army,  endorsed  by  ti  e  .ICS  in  late  January  1940."'  As 
previously  directed  hv  President  Truman,  this  plan  would  have  to  he  integrated 


’The  fk’vcmhcr  pi. in  pu’Mipposid  ih.ti  twunu  ot  iwcniv  'pc-n  \u  Viiion.il  *  iiiytiJ 

groups  would  K-  on  hand  lor  instant  action 
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with  the  Na\y\  program,  lienee,  alter  nearly  two  and  a  hall  vears  of  planning,  a 
postwar  Air  Force  of  71)  groups  and  400.000  men  was  hnallv  approved  In  the  War 
Department  and  the  Joint  Clnets  ol  Stall  Although  some  scholars'  have  written 
that  70  groups  was  basically  an  arbitrary  figure,  tins  ohieettve  should  he  consul 
ered  as  a  culmination  ol  two  and  a  halt  sears  ol  intensive  work  As  we  have  seen, 
the  Army  Air  Lorees  had  ;it  Itrst  asked  Lor  numbers  lur  cucctlmu  't'  gtoups  and 
400, (It  10  men.  I  he  70-group  program  had  evolved  m  the  lace  ol  War  Department 
disapproval  ol  the  105-group  proposal  Recommendations  loi  the  AM  peacetime 
loree  structure  had  reached  as  low  as  120.000  men.  a  suggestion  ol  the  Bcsscll 
Committee  Between  the  summer  ol  1045  and  August  104s.  when  the  AM  set  "o 
groups  as  the  goal,  several  postwar  air  plans  had  been  drafted.  As  nomd.  the  7o- 
group  figure  was  set  by  the  AAF  only  alter  the  War  Department  had  compelled  the 
Army  Air  Forces  to  shape  its  group  program  to  a  574.000  torcc 

The  Army  Air  Forces  took  a  firm  stand  on  the  70  groups  as  the  minimum  loree 
structure.  General  Norstad  argued  that  the  AAF  had  been  unde:'  "great  pressure" 
from  the  War  Department  to  accede  to  a  figure  less  than  400.000  As  to  the  idea 
that  voluntary  recruitment  could  not  support  a  force  of  400.000.  Norstad 
countered: 

WV  believe  lli.it  we  can  ntumt  tin  a  voluntary  loree  ol  -lon.hiHI  at  no  sacrifice  lo  the  other 
serv  lees  U  we  have  certain  conditions  uch  as  an  autonomous  .Air  l  oree.  a  separate  \ir 
l  oree  rceruttine  proerant.  extra  Air  I  oree  mdt  cement'  such  as  education  proerains  and 
increased  mcenlivev  winch  would  be  common  thmuehnut  all  services 

In  essence,  the  AAF's  rigid  position  lor  70  groups  revolved  around  the  concept  that 
this  was  the  least  number  that  could  administer  active  duty  training  tor  Reserves  tv' 
achieve  the  final  mobilization  target  ol  vine  and  a  hall  million  men  within  one  year 
after  M-dav.  Fewer  than  70  groups  could  not  keep  aircralt  production  at  a 
sufficient  rate  to  meet  mobili/ation  needs."  The  AAF  turther  contended  that  it 
would  take  70  groups  to  man  the  key  bases  "(or  protection  ol  the  country  s 
interests."1"1 

The  rationale  for  the  25  very  heavy  bomb  groups,  as  part  of  the  70-group 
program,  was  that  "the  western  hemisphere  and  the  Pacific  are  directly  our 
responsihilit  v  and  the  VI  IB  of  lets  the  only  strategic  coverage .  A  proposed  mobile 
striking  force  would  he  built  around  the  25  \IIB  groups.  Army  Air  Forces 
planners  reasoned  that  in  the  event  of  war.  attrition  ol  heavy  bombers  would  Ire 
substantial  during  the  first  year  1  he  planners  said  that  fighter,  medium,  and  light 
bombers  were  supplied  "m  proportion  to  the  requirement  for  short  range  respon¬ 
sibilities.  tactical  operations,  and  escort  ol  the  AIIB  loree. 

Besides,  the  70-group  proposal  recognized  that  it  would  be  necessity  to 
contribute  to  an  air  loree  under  micmational  auspices.  I  he  loremost  l.icioi, 

'  Tor  example .  Samuel  P  Huiinniiton.  I  h<  (.•/?!/>»«•»;/)</»  S  :t. ft, 
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however,  was  the  AAF’s  conviction  that  air  power  was  now  dominant.  The  United 
States  needed  an  Air  Force  in  being  that  could  retaliate  at  once  in  case  of  a  massive 
surprise  attack. 

So  on  December  26, 1945 ,  simultaneously  with  publication  of  the  plan  for  the 
Interim  and  Peacetime  Air  Forces,  General  Arnold  directed  that  70  groups  and 
400,000  men  (70,000  more  for  UMT,  National  Guard,  ROTC,  and  Reserve),  be  set 
as  goals  for  both  the  interim  and  peacetime  or  permanent  Air  Force.  From  this 
point  on,  all  AAF  planning  centered  on  70  groups .  The  Mobilized  Air  Force  would 
be  reached  within  a  year  of  M-day  (first  day  of  mobilization),  and  would  total  one 
and  a  half  million  men.  Its  131  groups  were  apportioned  as  follows:  Regular  Army, 
70;  Air  National  Guard,  27;  and  Organized  Air  Reserve,  34. 103 

Of  the  25  very  heavy  bomb  groups,  5  were  scheduled  for  deployment  to 
Europe,  13  to  the  facific  area,  2  to  the  Caribbean  area,  and  5  to  be  assigned  to  the 
Strategic  Striking  Force  (SSF)  in  the  United  States.  Seven  of  the  25  fighter  groups 
would  be  in  the  European  th  tater,  11  in  the  Pacific,  2  in  the  Caribbean,  2  in  Zone  of 
Interior  (ZI)  training,  anti  3  (long-range  escort)  in  the  SSF.  Two  medium  and  light 
bomber  groups  were  earmarked  for  Europe,  2  for  the  Pacific,  and  1  for  the  SSF. 
Four  transport  groups  would  go  to  Europe,  3  to  the  Pacific,  1  to  ZI  training,  and  2  to 
the  SSF.  One  tactical  reconnaissance  group  would  be  in  the  European  theater,  2  in 
the  Pacific,  1  in  ZI  training,  and  1  in  the  SSF.104 

The  air  forces  in  the  Pacific  were  to  discharge  the  dual  mission  of  what  was 
termed  United  States  security  and  the  occupation  of  Japan.  The  AAF  would  be 
organized  into  an  occupation  air  force  for  Japan  and  Korea,  and  a  mobile  and 
defensive  force  for  security  of  the  Pacific  area.  Units  of  the  Fifth  Air  Force  would 
be  responsible  for  the  occupation  of  Japan  and  Korea,  under  the  direct  command  of 
the  Supreme  Commander  for  the  Allied  Powers.  Other  AAF  units  in  the  Pacific 
would  be  based  in  the  Philippines,  Ryukyus,  Marianas,  Bonin  Islands,  and 
Hawaii.  These  forces  would  be  consolidated  under  the  U.S.  Army  Strategic  Air 
Forces,  under  the  Commanding  General,  AAF,  acting  as  executive  agent  for  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.103  The  following  is  a  breakdown  of  the  planned  400,000-man 
Air  Force:106 


Function 

Strength 

Combat  Striking  Force 

42,188 

Technical  Services 

73,527 

Right  Service 

43,052 

Operational  Support  Service 

19,300 

Engineer  Service 

46,958 

Ordnance  Service 

1,208 

Air  Transport  Service 

46,305 

Special  Services 

6,264 

Air  Defense 

14,785 

Haiiiing 

67,143 

General  Overhead 

39,260 

Total 

399,990 
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70  Groups  vs  UMT 

By  the  end  of  1945,  it  had  become  dear  that  the  Army  Air  Forces’  70-group, 
400,000-man  program  was  being  seen  in  Congress  as  an  attractive  alternative  to 
Universal  Military  Training.  This  was  true  even  though  during  1943-45  the  War 
Department,  spurred  by  General  Marshall,  continued  to  plan  for  a  citizen  army 
which  could  be  quickly  mobilized  in  the  event  of  war.  Moreover,  all  through  the 
war,  postwar  planners  in  the  War  Department  presumed  that  Congress  would  enact 
the  UMT  program.  And  of  course  President  Truman  was  a  strong  advocate  of 
UMT.  He  had  in  fact  once  told  a  reporter  that  he  had  favored  UMT  since  1905, 
upon  first  joining  the  National  Guard.  However,  despite  the  manifest  difficulty 
which  UMT  encountered  in  Congress,  the  Army  Air  Forces  needed  to  comply  with 
War  Department  directives  to  plan  for  a  UMT  program  since  it  might  be  legislated 
by  Congress.  Thus,  in  1946  the  AAF  simultaneously  planned  for  a  situation  with  or 
without  a  UMT  program. 

By  early  1946  the  War  Department  realized  that  chances  were  increasing  that 
UMT  legislation  might  not  be  enacted.  Despite  President  Truman’s  having  urged 
Congress  to  pass  UMT  legislation  quickly,  the  lawmakers  had  failed  to  respond. 
And  General  Marshall’s  entreaties,  prior  to  his  retirement  as  Army  Chief  of  Staff, 
had  proved  no  more  successful.  The  New  York  Times  pointedly  noted  that  Marshall 
had  mounted  a  “virtual  crusade”  in  behalf  of  the  UMT  program,  adding  that  “the 
Army  geared  up  its  entire  public  relations  machinery.”107  Nevertheless,  it  had 
become  evident  that  Congress  was  not  disposed  to  enact  the  President’s  program.10* 

In  January  1946  the  War  Department  sent  a  study  to  Headquarters  AAF  titled 
"Mobilization  of  the  4.5  Million  Army  without  Universal  Military  Training.”  This 
plan  was  based  upon  voluntary  enlistment  for  ten  years,  the  first  two  years  being 
active  duty  and  the  remainder  to  be  served  in  Reserve  status.  Those  in  the  Reserves 
from  the  third  to  tenth  years  would  create  a  pool  of  trainees  which  could  be 
mobilized  in  the  same  fashion  as  the  pool  established  under  a  UMT  program.109 

The  AAF  concluded  that  this  plan  was  unsound  because:  (1)  Sufficient  men  to 
meet  requirements  could  not  be  enlisted  under  a  ten-year  contract;  (2)  it  would  be 
impossible  to  maintain  the  proficiency  of  so  many  men  in  their  specialities  during 
eight  years  in  the  Reserves;  and  (3)  it  was  highly  probable  that  men  separated  under 
this  plan  would  not  form  a  proper  distribution  of  military  occupational 
specialties.110 

For  these  reasons,  the  Army  Air  Forces  proposed  that  mobilization  be  based 
on  maximum  use  of  skills  directly  available  from  the  civilian  labor  force.  During 
and  after  the  war  it  was  assumed  that  nearly  everyone  inducted  into  the  services 
required  training  for  a  specific  military  occupational  specialty.  However,  if  accu¬ 
rate  information  were  available,  men  could  be  called  to  active  duty  at  the  time  they 
were  needed.  The  AAF  estimated  that  from  fifty  to  seventy-five  percent  of  initial 
AAF  needs  could  be  filled  from  men  already  qualified  in  the  required  military 
occupational  specialities  as  a  result  of  their  civilian  training  and  experience.111 
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The  AAF  believed  that  mobilization  planning  should  be  extended  to  civilian 
war  industry,  to  the  extent  of  detailing  production  schedules  for  critical  items  to 
plants  so  that  contractors  could  prepare  estimates  of  manpower  needs  by  occupa¬ 
tional  specialty.  Government  agencies  would  supplement  these  with  industrywide 
estimates  of  manpower  requirements  for  production  of  less  critical  items.  The  AAF 
recommended  a  selective  service  system  under  which  registration  would  include 
information  on  occupational  specialty,  certified  to  local  selective  service  boards  by 
employers.  In  addition,  an  enlisted  Reserve  technician  training  program  should  be 
started, 

similar  to  the  presently  planned  program  for  rated  officers,  in  which  men  would  be 
separately  recruited  for  training  in  specific  technical  fields,  trained  in  a  special  status 
similar  to  aviation  cadets,  serve  a  short  period  in  the  military  service,  and  return  to 
civilian  life  with  an  obligation  to  continue  in  a  reserve  status  and  maintain  technical 
proficiency  through  short  periods  of  active  duty  and  extension  courses.  It  is  believed  that 
such  a  program  can  be  conducted  entirely  on  a  voluntary  basis,  and  together  with  the 
proposed  plan  for  advance  mobilization  planning,  will  meet  all  mobilization 
requirements. 112 

In  the  summer  of  1946  the  War  Department  published  a  draft  UMT  plan 
stipulating  the  trainees  be  given  six  months  training,  and  spend  the  remaining  six 
months  obligation  in  the  UMT  corps  or  by  selecting  one  of  the  options  which 
would  furnish  the  equivalent  of  another  six  months  training. 

Later,  the  AAF  issued  a  supplement  to  this  plan  affording  the  Air  Force 
186,000  trainees  a  year.  There  would  be  46,500  trainees  inducted  quarterly,  each  to 
be  sent  to  one  of  these  training  courses:  administration;  airplanes,  engines,  and 
accessories;  armament,  ordnance,  chemical;  communications;  nonspecialists; 
manual  trades;  medical;  photography;  or  special  equipment."4 

With  the  AAF  s  planning  for  a  permanent  postwar  Air  Force  having  finally 
reached  the  70-group,  400,000-man  goal,  the  time  had  come  to  translate  these 
figures  into  a  permanent  organization.  While  air  planners  had  been  struggling  with 
the  complexities  of  force  structure,  they  had  likewise  been  tackling  the  problems  of 
deciding  on  the  composition  of  postwar  Air  Force  headquarters  and  the  major  field 
commands.  The  question  of  organization  was  closely  tied  to  the  paramount 
objective  of  an  independent  Air  Force,  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  General 
Spaatz,  who  was  to  become  Commanding  General  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  in 
February  1946,  believed  that  this  first  major  postwar  reorganization  should  pro¬ 
duce  a  structure  suited  to  a  separate  Air  Force,  once  this  was  established  by  law. 

The  movement  towards  a  unified  defense  establishment  and  a  separate  Air 
Force  had  gathered  impetus  in  April  1945  with  the  issuance  of  a  special  JCS 
committee  report  recommending  a  single  Department  of  National  Defense  and  an 
independent  Air  Force.  Once  the  war  ended,  congressional  hearings  were  held  on 
unification.  By  this  time,  it  was  apparent  that  the  Navy  opposed  formation  of  a 
single  department  and  a  coequal  Air  Force. 

Frustrated  by  the  absence  of  agreement  between  the  Navy  and  War  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  with  his  patience  wearing  thin.  President  Thiman  in  December  1945  told 
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the  Congress  that  the  time  for  action  was  now.  Staking  a  position  opposed  to  the 
Navy’s,  Truman  stressed  that  the  JCS  committee  system,  a  vehicle  for  collabora¬ 
tion  in  strategic  planning  and  operations  during  the  war,  would  undoubtedly  fail  to 
satisfy  peacetime  defense  requirements.  The  future  security  needs  of  the  nation 
would  best  be  ensured  by  creation  of  a  Department  of  National  Defense,  with  three 
coequal  services — Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force. 
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True  preparedness  now  means  preparedness  not  alone 
in  armaments  and  numbers  of  men,  but  preparedness 
in  organization  also.  It  means  establishing  in  peace¬ 
time  the  kind  of  military  organization  which  will  be 
able  to  meet  the  test  of  sudden  attack  quickly  and 
without  having  to  improvise  radical  readjustment  in 
structure  and  habits. 

President  Harry  S.  Truman, 

December  19,  1945, 

Special  Message  to  the 
Congress. 


In  1944-45,  while  the  Army  Air  Forces  was  planning  postwar  organization 
and  force  structure  that  set  the  70-group  objective,  the  debate  over  armed  forces 
unification  and  the  desirability  of  a  separate  Air  Force  grew  more  intense.  During 
the  spring  of  1944,  the  Woodrum  Committee  held  hearings  on  the  question  of 
unification.*  In  April  1945,  a  report  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Special  Committee 
for  Reorganization  of  National  Defense  touched  off  heated  discussion  about 
postwar  reorganization  and  in  October  and  November  1945  unification  hearings 
were  convened  before  the  Senate  Military  Affairs  Committee.  Meanwhile,  the 
War  Department  had  created  boards  (first  under  Lt.  Gen.  Alexander  M.  Patch,  Jr. , 
subsequently  headed  by  Lt.  Gen.  William  H.  Simpson)  to  propose  an  appropriate 
peacetime  organization  until  such  time  as  unification  was  achieved.  The  AAF 
emphasized  that  at  the  least  it  wanted  to  preserve  what  it  had  gained  during  the  war. 
Then,  in  December  1945,  President  Harry  S.  Truman’s  special  message  to  Con¬ 
gress  recommended  establishment  of  a  Department  of  National  Defense  and 
creation  of  a  separate  Air  Force,  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy. 


♦The  Select  Committee  on  Post-War  Military  Policy  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  Clifton  A. 
Woodrum,  Democrat,  Virginia,  Chairman. 
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In  the  months  preceding  Truman’s  message,  much  of  the  testimony  by 
military  and  civilian  officials  to  congressional  committees  had  focused  on  unity  of 
command.  Unified  command  of  land,  sea,  and  air  forces  had  been  realized  in  the 
various  theaters  under  the  impetus  of  the  requirements  of  war.  The  matter  of  an 
independent  Air  Force  had  become  linked  to  unity  of  command.  It  was  not  a 
question  whether  unity  of  command  was  necessary.  All  agreed  that  the  war  had 
demonstrated  beyond  doubt  that  unified  command  was  indispensable  to  successful 
theater  operations.  The  controversy  centered  on  the  best  way  to  organize  for  it.  The 
Navy  opposed  a  separate  Air  Force  and  advocated  the  status  quo,  coordination 
being  accomplished  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  their  committees.  The  Army 
favored  unification  (a  Department  of  National  Defense)  and  an  independent  Air 
Force.  During  the  last  two  years  of  the  war,  General  Marshall  (and  also  General 
Arnold)  led  the  War  Department’s  drive  for  legislation  to  form  a  Department  of 
National  Defense.  Marshall  argued  that  in  the  future  the  United  States  would  not 
have  sufficient  time  to  mobilize.  Consequently,  unification  in  peacetime  was 
imperative  to  ensure  rapid,  effective,  unified  command  in  wartime.  Once  the 
present  war  ended,  he  asserted,  unified  policies,  operations,  and  command  would 
be  much  more  difficult  to  attain. 

Thus,  before  the  war  ended,  the  AAF  and  the  War  Department  anticipated  a 
battle  over  unification  and  creation  of  a  coequal  Air  Force.  Robert  A.  Lovett, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air,  put  it  this  way  to  General  Spaatz: 

There  is  bound  to  be  tremendous  upheaval  after  the  defeat  of  Germany.  ...  our 
planning  has  been  well  done  on  the  whole  but  we  must  be  prepared  for  a  bitter  struggle 
with  the  High  Command  and  particularly  with  the  Navy  in  getting  the  postwar  set-up 
properly  made  so  that  airpower  is  recognized  as  a  coequal  arm.' 

In  November  and  December  1945,  the  unification  cause  received  a  substantial 
boost  from  Gen.  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  who  had  succeeded  Marshall  as  Army 
Chief  of  Staff.  Having  just  returned  from  Europe  where  he  had  led  the  Allied  forces 
to  victory,  Eisenhower  made  clear  that,  based  on  the  lessons  of  war,  there  was  no 
doubt  that  unification  and  an  independent  Air  Force  were  required.  He  admonished 
his  commanders  in  this  regard  and  told  the  Congress  that  he  supported  a  strong 
unification  bill  and  a  separate  Air  Force. 

First  Marshall  and  then  Eisenhower  appointed  boards  in  1945  to  shape  the 
War  Department’s  postwar  organization  prior  to  unification.  Generals  Arnold  and 
Spaatz  advocated  that  the  AAF  be  coordinate  with  the  War  Department  General 
Staff.  In  effect  this  would  have  created  two  Chiefs  of  Staff,  one  for  air  and  one  for 
the  ground  forces.  To  the  chagrin  of  air  planners,  the  Eisenhower-appointed 
Simpson  Board  placed  the  Army  Air  Forces  coordinate  with  the  Army  Ground 
Forces,  under  the  War  Department  General  Staff.  This  arrangement,  in  its  main 
lines,  obtained  until  formation  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  in  September  1947. 
However,  the  Simpson  Board  recognized  the  principle  of  granting  more  autonomy 
to  the  Army  Air  Forces.  It  further  stated  that  the  Commanding  General,  AAF, 
would  nominate  from  the  Army  Air  Forces  about  fifty  percent  of  the  personnel  of 
the  War  Department  General  and  Special  Staff  divisions. 
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In  addition  the  AAF  Commander  would  keep  his  place  on  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.  The  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  was  retained.  Although 
Arnold  and  Spaatz  failed  to  receive  all  they  wanted,  they  realized  they  had 
Eisenhower’s  firm  pledge  to  support  establishment  of  an  independent  Air  Force. 


Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Special  Committee  Report 

In  April  and  May  1944,  with  the  Allies  preparing  to  launch  the  cross-channel 
attack,  the  Woodrum  Committee  addressed  the  complex  problems  of  postwar 
organization.  The  committee’s  objective  was  to  study  the  principle  of  unity  of 
command  to  examine  its  relevance  to  future  military  policy  and  organization. 
Among  those  testifying  was  AAF  Brig.  Gen.  Haywood  S.  Hansell,  Jr.,  Chief  of 
Staff,  Twentieth  Air  Force.  Hansell  stressed  that,  like  World  War  II,  future  wars 
would  undoubtedly  feature  combined  operations  in  which  ground,  sea,  and  air 
units  would  be  coordinated  by  a  single  staff  under  one  overall  command.  The 
Army  Air  Forces,  he  said,  advocated  a  single  unified  organization.  As  for  unity  of 
command: 

In  one  form  or  another  we  have  acquired  a  degree  of  unity  of  command  in  all  the  theaters 
of  war.  .  .  .  However,  the  achievement  of  that  unity  on  the  field  of  battle  has  been 
reached  with  great  difficulty,  and  has  resulted  in  delay  with  its  attendant  wastage. 
Furthermore,  unity  of  command  on  the  field  of  battle  is  not  enough.  In  order  to  achieve 
real  unity  of  effort  the  foundations  for  that  must  stem  from  unity  in  basic  training 
doctrine  and  equipment.2 

The  testimony  of  War  Department  officials,  including  Secretary  Stimson  and 
Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  Lovett,  paralleled  that  of  Hansell.  Lovett  noted 
that  the  lessons  of  the  war  clearly  meant  that  conflicts  in  the  future  would  be 
distinguished  by  combined  operations: 

I  assume  that  airlift  for  sea  forces  and  ground  forces  will  be  allocated  and  disposed  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense  by  a  combined  and  unified  staff  consisting  of  the  top  ground, 
sea,  and  air  officers  in  this  country,  and  not  on  the  tortured  interpretation  of  antiquated 
documents  dealing  with  vague  theories  and  doctrines  which  have  to  be  thrown  away  the 
moment  war  breaks  out.3 

He  also  accented  long-range  bombers,  undreamed  of  years  ago,  the  result  of  an 
industrial  system  peculiarly  suited  to  the  American  temperament.  It  was  Lovett’s 
opinion  that  the  Navy  should  maintain  its  specialized  fleet  air  arm.4 

Naval  leaders  refused  to  support  a  single  department  of  national  defense 
without  considerable  additional  study.  They  wanted  to  keep  the  Navy  strong.  The 
naval  air  arm  was  central  to  their  concept  of  future  naval  growth  and  strength.  For 
example,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  for  Air,  Artemus  L.  Gates,  insisted  that  a 
strong  naval  air  arm  could  contribute  significantly  to  keeping  the  postwar  aircraft 
industry  alive.  The  naval  air  element,  he  averred,  must  be  kept  the  best  in  the 
world.5  With  the  war  nearing  a  crucial  turning  point,  the  Woodrum  committee 
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concluded  that  the  time  was  not  right  to  consider  legislation.  It  recommended  that 
prior  to  subsequently  considering  reorganization  the  Congress  should  examine  the 
views  of  military  commanders.  Under  Secretary  of  War  Robert  P.  Patterson  told 
Secretary  of  War  Stimson  that  the  Woodrum  hearings  should  be  shelved  because 
they  were  distracting  from  the  business  of  winning  the  war.6 

Influenced  by  the  Woodrum  Committee’s  hearings  and  a  desire  for  some  kind 
of  organizational  plan,  the  Joint  Chiefs  in  early  May  1944  appointed  their  own 
committee.  The  JCS  Special  Committee  for  Reorganization  of  National  Defense 
conducted  a  ten-month  study,  interviewing  commanders  in  the  major  theaters  of 
operations  and  in  Washington.  Issued  on  April  11, 1945,  the  committee’s  majority 
report  was  signed  by  Maj.  Gens.  William  F.  Tompkins  (WDGS)  and  Harold  L. 
George  (AAF);  Rear  Adm.  Malcolm  F.  Schoeffel;  and  Col.  F.  Trubee  Davison 
(AAF).  Although  the  report  was  accompanied  by  a  dissenting  opinion  by  the 
committee’s  chairman  and  senior  naval  member,  Adm.  James  O.  Richardso  .*  its 
recommendations  had  wide  impact  and  determined  the  basis  for  future  discussion 
and  debate.  The  emphasis  would  be  on  an  organization  designed  to  ensure 
integration  of  land,  sea,  and  air  forces.7 

Of  course,  how  best  to  organize  military  air  forces  had  been  the  subject  of 
controversy  since  World  War  1/  In  the  intervening  years,  congressional  commit¬ 
tees  debated  reorganization  and  the  military  produced  numerous  organizational 
studies.  Deliberations  of  the  JCS  committee  adhered  to  several  basic  assumptions. 
Committee  members  concluded  that  the  Navy  should  retain  its  air  element  and  that 
the  Marines  would  remain  as  part  of  the  Navy  Department.  The  Army  would  keep 
its  own  “integral”  aviation  units  which  were  essential  to  the  ground  forces.  And 
the  committee  stated  the  premise  that  a  United  States  Air  Force  should  be  created, 
coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy.8  A  separate  Air  Force  would  include  aviation 
which  was  not  inherent  to  the  land  or  sea  forces.  Naval  aviation  would  remain 
integral  to  the  sea  forces.  Liaison,  tactical  reconnaissance,  and  artillery-spotting 
aircraft  would  be  a  necessary  part  of  the  ground  forces.9 

Save  for  Admiral  Richardson,  members  of  the  committee  endorsed  a  single 
Department  of  National  Defense  headed  by  a  civilian  Secretary,  backed  by  an 
Under  Secretary  responsible  for  departmental  business  matters.  This  single  de¬ 
partment  would  not  merge  the  services.  It  would  place  the  Army,  Navy  and  Air 
Force  under  a  Secretary  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  a  single  Commander  of  the 


*Adm.  James  O.  Richardson  was  Commander  in  Chief  of  the  United  States  Pacific  Fleet  from 
January  1940  until  his  relief  in  January  1941 .  He  had  angered  President  Roosevelt  in  September  1940  by 
telling  him  that  “the  senior  officers  of  the  Navy  did  not  have  the  trust  and  confidence  in  the  civilian 
leadership  of  this  country  that  is  essential  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  a  war  in  the  Pacific.” 
Richardson  was  replaced  by  Adm.  Husband  E.  Kimmel.  Admiral  Richardson  had  argued  the  case  for 
basing  the  fleet  on  the  west  coast  rather  than  in  Hawaii.  See  Adm.  James  O.  Richardson  (as  told  to  Vice 
Adm.  George  C.  Dyer),  On  the  TYeadmill  to  Pearl  Harbor:  The  Memoirs  of  Admiral  James  O. 
Richardson  (Washington,  1973),  especially  Chapters  XV,  XX. 

’See  Chapter  I. 
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Armed  Forces.  The  Army  and  the  Air  Force  would  each  be  headed  by  a  Command¬ 
ing  General  and  the  Navy  would  be  commanded  by  an  Admiral  of  the  Navy. 
Excepting  Richardson,  members  believed  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Armed  Forces 
would  have  more  influence  as  a  member  of  the  cabinet  than  two  or  three  indepen¬ 
dent  secretaries  representing  the  services  with  their  conflicting  interests.10  The 
Commander  of  the  Armed  Forces  would  also  serve  as  Chief  of  Staff  to  the 
President,  a  position  held  during  the  war  by  Adm.  William  D.  Leahy.  It  was 
reasoned  that  this  position  would  overcome  the  defects  of  the  JCS  organization 
which  functioned  by  unanimous  agreement."  Further,  the  committee  was  con¬ 
cerned  lest  the  President’s  war  powers  expire  before  implementation  of  a  statutory 
reorganization.  Expiration  would  have  caused  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  to 
revert  to  their  prewar  organization.  Consequently,  the  committee  endorsed  prepa¬ 
ration  of  enabling  legislation  to  be  sent  to  the  Congress  to  create  a  single  depart¬ 
ment  of  defense.12 

Thus,  the  pressure  for  statutory  change  in  military  organization  was  increased 
by  the  Woodrum  hearings,  by  the  ongoing  experience  of  World  War  II,  and  by  the 
fact  that  the  President’s  war  powers  would  expire  six  months  after  war’s  end.  The 
JCS  committee  commented  that  the  United  States  entry  into  the  war  had  forced 
reorganization  in  Washington  and  in  the  field.  War  powers  granted  the  President  by 
Congress  in  December  1941  had  permitted  swift  changes.  The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
was  established  and  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  were  reorganized  (AAF 
became  coequal  with  Army  Ground  Forces  and  the  Services  of  Supply  in  March 
1942).  The  principle  of  unity  of  command  was  adopted.  Supreme  commanders 
were  appointed.  The  Joint  Chiefs  structured  a  broad  strategic  and  operational 
framework  within  which  operations  could  be  effectively  conducted.  The  JCS 
special  committee  referred  to  this  as  “enforced  teamwork.’13  The  services  came  to 
understand  that  success  stemmed  from  integration  of  land,  sea,  and  air  operations. 
Nonetheless,  the  committee  warned  of  potential  retrogression  once  the  war  ended: 
“If  peace  should  find  the  armed  forces  still  operating  under  the  present  system, 
with  no  wartime  compulsion  to  get  together,  even  the  existing  degree  of  coopera¬ 
tion  can  be  expected  to  disappear.  This  situation  will  be  aggravated  by  the  forced 
readjustment  to  peace-time  conditions.”14  As  Marshall  often  underlined,  the 
postwar  period  would  undoubtedly  be  marked  by  austerity.  The  military  budget 
would  become  very  tight.  Under  these  conditions,  parochialism  tended  to  in¬ 
crease,  teamwork  to  lessen. 

According  to  the  committee,  the  required  integration  had  not  been  realized 
because  each  Army  and  Navy  component  within  a  specific  theater  belonged  and 
owed  allegiance  to  a  separate  department .  Hence ,  the  theater  commander  could  not 
carryout  his  command  decisions  as  efficiently  as  he  wanted.  Significant  additional 
progress  was  impossible  under  the  existing  system.  A  single  Department  of 
Defense  at  the  outset  of  war  would  have  fostered  much  better  coordination  and 
teamwork  between  the  services.  The  present  system  would  not  work  nearly  as  well 
in  peacetime  as  in  war. 
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The  Navy's  View  of  the  Report 

Admiral  Richardson,  senior  Navy  member  of  the  committee,  filed  a  minority 
report  opposing  the  recommendation  for  a  single  Department  of  National  Defense. 
He  argued  that  the  plan  was  “theoretically  better  than  any  yet  proposed,  but  from  a 
practical  point  of  view  it  is  unacceptable ,”15  Richardson  favored  the  status  quo, 
arguing  that  the  lessons  of  war  were  not  yet  clear.  After  the  war  the  military  would 
face  the  monumental  task  of  demobilization,  and  for  this  reason  it  would  also  be 
inappropriate  to  reorganize  prematurely. Ift 

Richardson  contended  that  the  effectiveness  of  combat  forces  in  the  field  bore 
no  direct  relation  to  the  existence  of  a  single  department  in  Washington.  Nor  did  he 
support  the  proposals  for  a  Secretary  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  a  Commander  of  the 
Armed  Forces.  He  was  wary  of  such  powerful  positions,  fearful  of  their  adversely 
affecting  the  Navy.  Richardson  likewise  found  himself  in  opposition  to  an  Air 
Force  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy. 17  He  freely  admitted  that  his  chief  concern 
was  that  the  Navy  would  lose  its  air  arm  to  the  Air  Force. 

Though  against  the  creation  of  a  single  department.  Admiral  Richardson 
advocated  that  the  organization  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (along  with  wartime 
organizational  changes  by  the  War  and  Navy  Departments)  be  perpetuated  by 
statute.  A  joint  secretariat  should  be  set  up  and  the  subject  of  reorganization  given 
further  study.  This  reflected  the  Navy’s  view  that  for  coordination  the  services 
should  rely  on  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  various  JCS  committees.  Other 
members  of  the  special  committee  disagreed  with  the  Navy,  observing  that  matters 
referred  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  or  to  a  joint  secretariat  would  then  be  sent  to  subcom¬ 
mittees  and  to  groups  within  the  departments.  The  committee  doubted  that 
efficiency  could  be  attained  by  this  kind  of  group  action.  '*  Also,  it  had  weighed  and 
discarded  the  idea  of  having  the  Chairman,  JCS,  act  as  the  Chief  of  Staff  to  the 
President,  to  decide  controversial  issues.  Under  this  system,  the  committee  felt 
that  the  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  President  would  have  authority  to  decide  matters  but 
not  be  charged  with  their  execution.  Furthermore,  the  Chief  of  Staff  would  not 
have  to  report  to  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense,  thus  infringing  upon  the 
responsibilities  and  powers  of  the  service  secretaries. Iv 

Admiral  Leahy,  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  President,  Adm.  Ernest  J.  King,  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations,  and  Adm.  Chester  W.  Nimitz,  Commander  in  Chief.  Pacific 
Fleet,  all  thought  that  the  committee's  recommendations  were  radical.  They 
resisted  the  concept  of  a  “super-secretary,”  claiming  that  one  man  could  not 
effectively  administer  the  Army  and  Navy.  Neither  economy  nor  enhanced  effi¬ 
ciency  would  accrue  under  a  single  department  system.  Besides,  in  their  view  the 
Navy's  power  and  influence  would  suffer  under  such  a  reorganization. 2"  They 
recalled  that  in  1918  Britain’s  Royal  Naval  Air  Service  had  been  fused  into  the 
Royal  Air  Force.  The  reorganization  put  forth  by  the  special  committee  would 
subject  the  Navy’s  requirements  to  review  by  officials  who  had  no  responsibility 
for  their  initiation.  Ultimately,  sea  power  would  be  weakened  by  people  who  did 
not  understand  its  potentialities.21 
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Appointment  of  a  Commander  of  the  Armed  Services — who  would  double  as 
Chief  of  Staff  to  the  President — would  be  a  serious  mistake.  Leahy  and  King 
asserted  that  single  command  of  land,  sea,  and  air  forces  would  be  beyond  the 
capacity  of  one  man.  They  raised  anew  the  specter  of  “the  man  on  horseback." 
Instituting  this  position  rested  on  the  premise  that  unity  in  the  field  came  from 
unity  of  command  in  Washington — an  incorrect  assumption.*  The  Joint  Chiefs 
had  proved  themselves  able  to  ensure  unified  command  in  the  field.  Field  comman¬ 
ders  had  said  they  were  satisfied  with  interservice  cooperation.”  On  the  other 
hand,  single  command  of  forces  from  all  the  services  fora  specified  operation  (task 
forces)  was  appropriate.  However,  should  a  Commander  of  the  Armed  Services  be 
appointed,  he  should  not  simultaneously  be  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  President.  The 
latter  position  should  be  held  by  a  member  of  the  JCS  so  that  the  advice  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  could  routinely  be  passed  to  the  President.-* 

King  and  Nimitz  claimed  that  the  burden  of  proof  rested  with  the  proponents 
of  change.  It  had  not  been  shown  that  a  single  department  would  provide  a  military 
establishment  that  could  meet  the  test  of  war.7  Procurement  problems  would  not  be 
solved  by  a  single  department.  To  the  contrary,  the  Navy  thought  it  possible  that 
establishment  of  three  departments  could  lead  to  even  more  waste  in  procurement. 
As  Nimitz  saw  it:  “Should  the  Strategic  Air  Force  be  set  up  as  a  separate  entity, 
with  its  own  administrative  and  supply  systems,  the  duplication  in  services  and 
facilities  which  is  frequently  advanced  as  a  reason  for  merging  the  Army  and  Navy, 
would  become  a  possiblity  of  triplication." ’J  Admiral  Nimitz  argued  that  the  Army 
Air  Forces  should  stay  part  of  the  War  Department,  where  the  AAF  could  be 
smoothly  integrated  into  the  administration  and  supply  of  the  departmi  it.-'5  As  for 
strategic  air  power,  he  said  the  Navy's  submarine  forces  operated  strategically;  yet 


*  After  the  war,  Lt.  Gen.  James  H.  Doolittle,  former  commander  of  the  12th.  15th.  and  8th  Air 
Forces,  testified  before  the  Senate  Military  Affairs  Committee.  Doolittle  stressed  unity  of  command:  "I 
have  seen  the  contention  made  that  you  can  have  effective  unity  of  command  in  the  field  in  wartime 
without  having  unity  of  control  in  peacetime.  1  believe  this  is  wrong.  .  .  .  When  a  war  is  over  the 
commands  in  theaters  of  operations  arc.  of  course,  liquidated  and  nothing  remains  except  the  home 
organization.  If  there  is  no  unity  there,  there  is  no  unity  at  all.  It  is  the  form  of  the  home  organization  that 
will  control  the  training,  the  tactics,  the  doctrine,  the  thinking  and  the  habits  of  the  men  who  we  will 
train  to  fight  the  next  war  .  .  .  .  If  they  are  trained  in  two  departments,  we  will  have  the  same  make¬ 
shifts  and  fumblings  in  attempting  to  get  a  required  unity  of  command  in  theaters  of  operations  that  we 
had  at  the  outset  of  the  war  just  past;  and  we  will  have  commanders  w  ho  still  do  not  understand  the  tw  o 
arms  of  the  service  in  which  they  were  not  fundamentally  trained  '  {Hearings  before  the  Committee  on 
Military  Affairs.  Senate.  Departments  Armed  Forces  and  Military  Secure.  \:  Hearings  on  S.  N4  and 
S.  14X2.  Statement  by  Lt.  Gen  James  H.  Doolittle,  on  Nov  9.  1945,  79th  Cong.  1st  sess  I  Washington. 
19451.  pp  294-95  (hereafter  cited  as  Hearings  on  S.  X4  and  S.  14X2 1. } 

Naval  leaders  all  along  stressed  the  success  of  wartime  operations.  For  example.  Vice  Adm. 
Charles  M  Cooke,  Jr. .  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  told  the  Senate  Military  Affairs  Committee 
on  November  8.  1945.  "The  joint  amphibious  operations  conducted  under  the  existing  arrangement  in 
this  war  have  surpassed  in  extent  and  success  those  of  all  previous  wars  It  is  my  view  that  this 
success  can  be  continued  in  the  future  without  strait-  jacketing  the  Navy  into  the  status  of  an  Arms 
Auxiliary  and  thus  destroy  its  effective  role  in  support  of  our  national  policy  and  in  the  preservation  of 
the  national  security."  | Hearings  on  S  84  and  S  14X2.  p  279.  | 
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(Right)  JCS  Special  Committee  mem¬ 
ber,  Admiral  James  O.  Richardson  re¬ 
flected  the  Navy's  opposition  to 
organizing  a  single  Department  of  Na¬ 
tional  Defense.  He  opposed  creating 
an  independent  Air  Force. 


(Below)  Adm.  Ernest  J.  King.  Chief 
of  Naval  Operations,  (center)  with 
Adm.  Chester  W.  Nimitz,  Com- 
mander-in-Chief.  fttcitic  Fleet  (left), 
and  Adm.  Raymond  A.  Spruance. 
Commander,  Fifth  Fleet  (right), 
aboard  the  L'SS  Indianapolis.  July 
1944.  King  and  Nimitz  cited  the  naval 
successes  in  the  Pacific  as  grounds  for 
opposing  unification.  The  naval  estab¬ 
lishment.  they  asserted,  was  meeting 
the  test  of  war. 
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submarine  units  were  merged  into  the  Navy’s  lactic  and  administrative  network. 
The  submarine  force  had  not  been  made  independent,  noted  Nimitz.2” 

King  objected  to  what  he  believed  to  be  a  lack  of  objectivity  in  the  proposal 
for  a  coequal  Air  Force.  This  recommendation  should  not  have  been  assumed  as  a 
starting  point.  King  emphasized,  because  it  was  a  major  point  “to  be  proved  or 
disproved  and  which  is  perhaps  the  matter  on  which  there  is  the  greatest  ques¬ 
tion.”27  The  reasons  advanced  for  and  against  a  coequal  Air  Force  should  have 
been  presented  and  debated.  He  disagreed  with  the  view  that  there  had  been  grave 
concern  about  organization,  and  that  previous  studies  had  been  judged  less  than 
comprehensive  because  they  had  not  proposed  formation  of  a  separate  Air  Force.28 

King  pressed  for  decentralization,  pointing  out  that  placing  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Force  into  a  single  department  would,  paradoxically,  further  separate  them 
because  it  would  inevitably  breed  friction.29  Moreover,  a  single  department  could 
lead  to  what  he  called  the  “dangers  of  orthodoxy.”  The  methods  currently  being 
used  in  World  War  II  could  well  be  considered  sacrosanct  long  after  their  useful¬ 
ness  was  over.  He  thought  that  somehow  the  job  of  countering  this  kind  of 
orthodoxy  would  be  harder  to  do  in  a  single  department  organization . 10  Both  Leahy 
and  King  advocated  retention  of  the  two-department  system,  with  each  department 
having  a  civilian  secretary.  The  Marines  could  continue  to  be  part  of  the  Navy  and 
among  other  elements,  the  Navy  would  retain  ship  and  land-based  aviation  to 
operate  against  targets  at  sea,  to  reconnoiter,  and  to  support  landing  attacks.31 
Admiral  King  summed  up  to  the  Military  Affairs  Committee:  “if  the  Navy’s 
welfare  is  one  of  the  prerequisites  to  the  nation’s  welfare —  and  I  sincerely  believe 
that  to  be  the  case — any  step  that  is  not  good  for  the  Navy  is  not  good  for  the 
nation.”32 


Views  of  Arnold  and  Marshall 

In  contrast  to  Leahy  and  King,  General  Arnold  of  course  supported  unifica¬ 
tion  under  a  single  department  and  favored  an  Air  Force  coequal  to  the  Army  and 
Navy.  His  major  thrust  was  that  “fundamental”  air  power  should  become  coequal 
with  land  and  sea  power.  Fundamental  air  power  did  not  encompass  all  forms  of  air 
power:  “certain  manifestations  of  air  power  will  continue  as  auxiliaries  of  land  and 
sea  power.  But  I  do  mean  emphatically  that  development  of  primary  and  funda¬ 
mental  air  power  must  be  carried  out — under  supreme  overall  direction — by  a 
service  having  this  as  its  major  responsibility.”33 

Arnold  noted  that  in  the  1920s  and  1930s  the  Air  Corps  had  been  denied 
autonomy  because  of  two  obsolete  concepts:  First,  that  unity  of  command  could 
only  mean  either  unified  Army  command  on  land  or  unified  Navy  command  on 
sea;  hence  coordinate  status  for  the  air  would  cut  across  essential  unity  of 
command.  Second,  that  the  inherent  limitations  of  the  airplane  made  the  air  arm 
merely  an  auxiliary  to  land  power  and  naval  power.34 
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The  importance  of  the  March  1942  reorganization  of  the  War  Department, 
Arnold  asserted,  lay  in  the  air  arm’s  becoming  coequal  with  the  Ground  Forces.* 
In  every  theater  during  the  war,  an  autonomous,  coequal  air  force  emerged  under 
supreme  command:  “Only  with  coequal  status  could  the  air  commander  au¬ 
thoritatively  present  before  the  Supreme  Commander  what  he  could  accomplish, 
assume  the  responsibility  for  its  accomplishment  and  be  free  to  carry  out  that 
responsibility  with  full  appreciation  of  air  capabilities  and  limitations.”"  Once 
again  he  underscored  the  need  for  the  air  arm  to  present  its  budget  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  land  and  sea  forces.  He  felt  that  substantial  coordination  had  been 
achieved  in  wartime  through  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  other  joint  boards  and 
committees.  But  he  believed  there  were  many  basic  matters  on  which  agreement 
had  not  been  reached.15 

Arnold  took  issue  with  King’s  charge  that  the  committee  published  a  report 
lacking  in  thought  and  depth.  The  report  was  an  interservice  effort,  the  AAF 
Commander  observed,  backed  by  interviews  with  leading  field  commanders  and 
staff  officers  in  Washington.  All  knew  the  organizational  limitations  of  the  War  and 
Navy  Departments  and  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  Whereas  King  saw  the  proposed 
Secretary  of  the  Armed  Forces  as  a  barrier  between  the  President  and  the  military 
services,  General  Arnold  viewed  the  Secretary  as  precisely  the  authority  required 
below  the  President  to  foster  economy  and  efficiency.  This  was  far  preferable  to  the 
committee  system  which  slowed  agreement  on  important  issues  of  consequence  to 
more  than  one  service.17  Arnold’s  view,  supportive  of  a  strong  Secretary  of  the 
Armed  Forces,  would  later  be  echoed  during  the  unification  battle  by  General 
Spaatz  and  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  Stuart  Symington. 

Arnold  emphasized  that  throughout  the  war  the  Army  Air  Forces  had  proved 
the  destructive  power  of  air  attacks  and  in  general  had  gained  recognition  as  being 
equal  to  the  ground  and  naval  forces.  Postwar  aircraft  and  weapons  development 
would  add  to  the  importance  of  the  air  forces.  In  order  to  perform  its  mission,  the 
Air  Force  needed  to  be  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  ,,,  According  to  Arnold, 
this  entailed  equal  access  to  and  standing  before  Congress;  an  equal  opportunity  to 
present  the  air  view  to  the  top  policy  level;  and  an  equal  chance  to  tender  the  Air 
Force’s  funding  requirements.39 

Mindful  of  naval  leaders’  fear  of  an  attempt  to  merge  the  fleet  air  arm  into  the 
Air  Force,  General  Arnold  made  clear  that  he  was  against  any  move  to  bring  carrier 
aviation  under  the  Air  Force.  As  for  land-based  aviation,  Arnold  admitted  the 
existence  of  “twilight  zones,  ”  areas  where  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force  disagreed  as 
to  functions  and  control.  This  was  exactly  the  type  of  issue  that  a  single  armed 
forces  secretary  should  decide.  The  alternative  was  jurisdictional  discord  and 
duplication  of  equipment. 40 

General  Marshall  had  long  advocated  a  single  Department  of  National  De¬ 
fense.  He  noted  that  the  Navy  had  clearly  stated  its  view  that  coordination  could  be 


*See  Chapter  I . 
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accomplished  by  the  JCS  and  other  joint  committees  without  unification.  Marshall 
did  not  support  this  proposal,  saying  it  was  no  substitute  for  unification.41 

The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  thought  that  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  by  itself  could 
not  be  effective  as  a  peacetime  coordinating  agency.  Even  during  wartime, 
Marshall  felt  that  agreement  had  been  reached  in  the  JCS  only  by  numerous 
compromises  and  after  long  delays.4’  However,  should  the  services  be  integrated 
into  a  single  department,  he  desired  that  the  Joint  Chiefs  continue  as  a  planning 
staff.  Divorced  from  administrative  and  operating  responsibilities,  the  JCS  would 
formulate  military  policy,  strategy,  and  budgetary  requirements.  The  Joint  Chiefs 
would  submit  these  recommendations  through  the  Secretary  of  National 
Defense.4' 

Marshall  accented  the  importance  of  the  unification  principle:  "My  own 
experience  in  resolving  difficulties  of  unity  or  direction  and  of  unity  of  command  in 
this  war  has  been  that  the  problem  of  the  details  at  first  obscured  the  fundamental 
principles,  but  once  a  favorable  decision  was  reached  regarding  the  latter  the 
difficulties  could  usually  be  quickly  resolved."44  There  had  always  been  a  penchant 
in  each  military  department  for  self-sufficiency  He  said  that  under  the  present 
setup  the  Navy  had  presented  its  postwar  plan  without  coordinating  it.  This 


Army  Air  Forces  lu  ,.  General  H.  H.  Arnold  was  convinced  lhal  the  proposed 
Secretary  of  the  Armed  For  .  would  foster  more  efficient  use  of  costly  resources  among 
the  services. 
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The  Army  and  Navy  took  op¬ 
posing  positions  on  the  issue 
of  creating  a  single  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense.  Adm.  Ernest 
J.  King  (left)  believed  that  uni¬ 
fying  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force  would  breed  friction 
among  the  services.  Gen. 
George  C.  Marshall  (right), 
however,  argued  that  unifica¬ 
tion  would  be  necessary  for 
comprehensive  planning  in 
peacetime. 
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procedure,  the  Army  Chief  asserted,  was  not  in  the  national  interest.45  The  result 
was  certain  duplication.  During  the  war,  he  avowed,  time  not  money  was  the 
governing  factor.  In  peacetime,  money  would  be  the  controlling  element.4*  The 
military  must  conduct  its  affairs  on  a  sound,  businesslike  basis.  A  single  depart¬ 
ment  was  needed  to  resolve  complex  issues  and  to  work  out  a  comprehensive  plan 
prior  to  forwarding  requirements  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  to  the  Congress. 
This  was  a  point  which  Secretary  of  War  Robert  P.  Patterson  also  underlined. 
Unification  would  enable  the  armed  forces  to  furnish  Congress  a  single,  com¬ 
prehensive  budget  request: 

We  ought  not  to  tolerate  in  our  military  budget  overlarge  sums  for  one  purpose  and 
insufficient  sums  for  another  which  inevitably  result  from  a  lack  of  single  direction  over 
the  planning  of  all  the  constituent  service  elements.  The  combination  of  the  armed 
forces  in  a  single  department  is  business-like  and  will  bring  economy.  The  savings  will 
not  perhaps  be  realized  at  once.47 

Respected  segments  of  the  press  reinforced  Patterson’s  opinion.  Terming  parity  of 
the  Air  Force  with  the  land  and  sea  forces  as  “imperative,”  The  Nets’  York  Times 
dwelt  on  the  possible  economies  under  unification.48 
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Forrestal  on  Autonomy 

Meantime,  the  Navy  in  the  summer  of  1945  had  commissioned  a  special 
report  on  defense  reorganization.  Upon  the  suggestion  of  Senator  David  I.  Walsh 
(Democrat,  Mass.),chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Naval  Affairs,  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  Forrestal  had  asked  his  friend  Ferdinand  Eberstadt*  to  study  whether  a 
coordinating  agency  would  be  preferable  to  a  single  Department  of  National 
Defense.  Eberstadt  sent  his  study  to  Forrestal  on  September  25,  1945.  Although 
proposing  Departments  of  War,  Navy,  and  Air,  Eberstadt  recommended  against  a 
single  Department  of  National  Defense:  “It  seems  highly  doubtful  that  one  civilian 
Secretary,  with  limited  tenure  of  office,  could  succesfully  administer  the  huge  and 
complex  structure  resulting  from  a  unification  of  our  military  services.”49  The 
Navy  would  retain  its  Fleet  Air  Arm  and  the  Army  would  keep  air  units  integral  to 
its  mission.  The  three  coordinate  departments  would  be  tied  together  by  commit¬ 
tees,  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.50 

Testifying  in  October  1945  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Military  Affairs, 
which  was  considering  unification  legislation,  Forrestal  said  he  had  not  accepted 
the  recommendations  of  the  Eberstadt  report/  Unification  proposals,  including 
Eberstadt ’s,  had  given  insufficient  attention  to  effective  coordination  between 
departments.  They  were  simplistic  approaches  to  a  complex  problem.51 

Forrestal  suggested  formation  of  a  National  Security  Council  with  the 
President  as  ex  officio  chairman.  Such  a  group  would  assure  coordination  between 
the  State,  War,  and  Navy  Departments.  He  also  proposed  creation  of  a  National 
Security  Resources  Board  (NSRB) — to  coordinate  planning  for  industrial  mobi¬ 
lization — a  Central  Intelligence  Agency  (CIA),  and  a  Military  Munitions  Board. 
This  was  part  of  his  concept  of  “new  organizational  forms.”  Like  King  and  Leahy, 
he  wanted  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  delineated  by  statute. 
As  for  an  independent  Air  Force,  Forrestal  said  the  Eberstadt  report  had  advocated 
a  separate  Department  of  Air,  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  Forrestal  stressed 
that  he  was  opposed  to  a  separate  Air  Force,  but  that  steps  must  be  taken  to  prevent 
the  AAF  from  reverting  automatically  to  its  prewar  status.52 

Forrestal  was  worried  that  Congress  would  pass  unification  legislation  with¬ 
out  adequately  studying  ramifications  of  such  a  sweeping  reorganization.  He 
therefore  recommended  that  a  blue  ribbon  commission  study  the  problem.  Like 
other  naval  officials,  Forrestal  charged  that  the  JCS  special  committee  report  was 


•Eberstadt  had  been  chairman  of  the  Army  and  Navy  Munitions  Board  and  vice  chairman  of  the 
War  Production  Board. 

’Stuart  Symington  has  recalled  that  in  early  1946,  after  he  was  appointed  Assistant  Secretary  of 
War  for  Air,  he  asked  Forrestal  whether  he  would  support  the  Eberstadt  report,  which  called  for  a 
separate  Air  Force.  Symington  had  called  it  a  Navy  report.  Forrestal  had  replied  that  it  was  not  a  Navy 
report,  it  was  the  Eberstadt  report.  Eberstadt  himself  told  Symington  that  if  the  Army  Air  Forces  would 
agree  to  coordination  as  against  administration,  then  Eberstadt  would  persuade  Forrestal  to  support  the 
report.  According  to  Symington,  he  turned  Eberstadt  down  cold.  [Intvw,  Hugh  A.  Ahmann,  AFSHRC, 
and  author  with  Stuart  Symington,  Washington,  D.C.,  May  2,  1978.] 
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simplistic  and  devoid  of  the  kind  of  searching  inquiry  the  matter  required.51 
Moreover,  he  firmly  opposed  having  a  Secretary  of  the  Armed  Forces  because  it 
would  concentrate  excessive  power  in  the  hands  of  one  man.  This  super  secretary 
would  bring  superficial  knowledge  to  the  department  he  was  supposed  to  adminis¬ 
ter:  “He  would  have  authority  without  knowledge,  and  authority  without  knowl¬ 
edge  must  inevitably  become  impotent.”54  Forrestal  also  argued  that  civilian 
control  of  the  military  would  be  compromised.  The  influence  of  the  President,  the 
contemplated  civilian  secretaries,  and  the  Congress  would  be  diluted.  Unification 
would  amount  to  a  revolutionary  change,  a  drastic  revision  of  the  American  system 
of  defense.55  He  favored  a  deliberate  and  orderly  transition  over  a  longer  time. 

Forrestal  then  turned  to  a  point  that  proponents  had  been  pushing  with  marked 
success — unification  would  save  money  and  promote  efficiency.*  Not  so,  insisted 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  When  organizing  naval  procurement,  he  had  found  it 
necessary  to  disperse  procurement  through  the  bureaus  instead  of  consolidating. 
This  resulted  in  savings.  “If  you  put  the  Army,  Navy  and  Air  Force  procurement 
under  one  head,”  asserted  Forrestal,  “it  cannot  possibly  work,  except  by  the 
immediate  splitting  and  resplitting  of  functions.”56  The  most  telling  organizational 
trend  had  not  been  in  the  direction  of  merger,  but  toward  breaking  down  large 
activities  into  one  manageable  and  relatively  autonomous  one.  Forrestal  said  the 
best  example  of  this  had  been  the  “separation”  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  from  the 
Army.  He  added  that  the  AAF  had  created  its  own  Air  Judge  Advocate,  Air 
Surgeon,  and  Air  Inspector  General.57 

At  the  same  time,  General  Marshal]  had  appointed  a  committee  headed  by  Lt. 
Gen.  J.  Lawton  Collins  (Deputy  Commanding  General  and  Chief  of  Staff,  Army 
Ground  Forces)  to  come  up  with  a  comprehensive  plan  for  organizing  a  single 
Department  of  the  Armed  Forces.  In  mid-October  1945,  Collins  handed  the 
committee’s  report  to  General  Marshall  and  on  the  thirtieth  he  explained  the  plan  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Military  Affairs.  Based  on  the  April  1945  report  of  the 
JCS  committee  on  reorganization  of  national  defense,  the  Collins  Committee's 
plan  specified  an  independent  Air  Force,  a  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  a  single  Secretary 
of  the  Armed  Forces,  an  Under  Secretary,  and  a  single  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Armed 
Forces  in  lieu  of  a  Commander  of  the  Armed  Forces/  Also,  the  Collins  Committee 
recommended  Chiefs  of  Staff  for  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  as  well  as  a 
Director  of  Common  Supply  and  Hospitalization.  Budget  recommendations  of  the 
JCS  would  pass  through  the  Secretary  of  the  Armed  Forces  to  the  President,  the 
secretary  appending  his  comments. '* 


•Gen  GeorgcC  Kenney  testified  on  November  2,  1945.  to  the  Military  Affairs  Committee:  "Ido 
m*  hold  with  those  who  maintain  that  inter-service  rivalry.  .  .  .  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  for 
excellence  in  equipment  and  training  It  would  he  as  logical  as  trying  to  build  a  winning  football 
team  by  fostering  rivalry  between  the  backs  and  the  line.  I  feel  that  tremendous  economies  can  be 
accomplished  by  eliminating  parallel  agencies  with  a  gain  rather  than  a  loss  in  operational  efficiency  in 
war  and  peace  "  \Hrarmgs  on  S.  H4  and  S.  i4H2.  p  232.  | 

The  Collins  Committee  remarked  that  the  President  was  the  commander  of  the  U  S.  armed 
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The  Air  Force  would  control  all  land-based  air  forces,  save  those  allocated  to 
the  Army  and  Navy  for  reconnaissance,  gut  fire  spotting,  and  command  and 
messenger  service.  The  Air  Force  would  likewise  supervise  all  air  transport.  The 
Army  would  comprise  all  ground  forces,  except  the  Marine  Corps,  and  would 
coordinate  all  land  transportation.  The  Navy  would  consist  of  all  sea  forces 
including  the  Fleet  Air  Arm,  the  Marines,  and  sea  transport.  The  Collins  Commit¬ 
tee  rejected  the  idea  that  the  Navy  be  divested  of  the  Marines.*  The  committee 
advocated  that  theater  commanders  should  operate  directly  under  the  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  Armed  Forces.59 


♦As  Lt.  Gen.  J.  Lawton  Collins  put  it:  "There  is  no  question  but  that  the  Navy  has  set  up  a  little 
army  within  the  Navy.  The  Marines  now  consist  of  six  divisions,  which  is  a  sizable  force,  and  the  Navy 
right  now  is  advocating  a  Marine  Corps  almost  as  big  as  the  pre-war  Army  and  Air  Force  combined 
....  we  feel  that  any  needless  duplication  would  be  resolved  as  soon  as  we  got  this  single  Secretary  of 
the  Armed  Forces.  The  Marine  Corps  has  done  a  magnificent  job.  it  has  a  hold  on  the  public,  and  it 
would  be  silly  if  we  tried  to  take  it  away  from  the  Navy.”  [  Presentation  of  the  Collins  Committee  Report 
to  the  Army  Staff  and  the  Chief  of  Staff,  in  RG  165,  Decimal  File  320.  Sep-Dec  46,  MMB.| 


Naval  leaders  stood  united  in  their  opposition  to  unification  legislation.  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  lames  Forrestal  (center)  favored  the  formation  of  a  National  Security  Council  to 
enhance  coordination  among  the  separate  departments.  Fleet  Admirals  Ernest  J.  King 
(left)  and  Chester  W.  Nimitz  (right)  also  warned  of  the  dangers  of  proceeding  too  quickly 
with  a  sweeping  reorganization  of  the  military  establishment. 


A 
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Eisenhower  Supports  a  Separate  Air  Force 

Just  returned  from  commanding  the  victorious  allied  forces  in  Europe, 
General  Eisenhower  reinforced  the  opinions  of  Marshall  and  Arnold,  and  the 
Collins  report.  He  strongly  supported  a  single  Department  of  Defense  with  three 
coequal  services,  telling  the  Military  Affairs  Committee  that  it  would  foster 
economy  and  unity  of  command.  Though  not  easily  achieved,  unified  command 
(as  opposed  to  joint  command)  was  absolutely  vital  to  success.  Eisenhower 
believed  the  difficulty  in  achieving  unity  of  command  was  due  to  the  traditional 
separation  of  the  Army  and  Navy.  Unified  command  had  to  be  generated  from  the 
top  down,  beginning  at  the  Washington  command  level.60 

According  to  his  own  retrospective  account,  General  Eisenhower  was  sur¬ 
prised  and  disappointed  upon  his  return  to  discover  that  not  all  military  leaders 
thought  the  way  he  did.  To  the  contrary,  he  found  that  unification  of  the  services 
had  become  a  subject  of  intense  controversy.  To  Eisenhower,  these  conflicting 
views  had  burgeoned  beyond  reasonable  proportion.61 

In  his  support  of  a  single  defense  establishment  and  a  separate  Air  Force, 
Eisenhower  recognized  the  need  for  postwar  economy.  Should  the  War  and  Navy 
Departments  stay  under  separate  administration  from  the  top,  duplication  would 
persist.  Requirements  of  the  services  could  no  longer  be  treated  separately.  While 
admitting  that  competition  between  the  services  to  develop  weapons  was  a  good 
thing,  Eisenhower  commented  that  “competition  is  like  some  of  the  habits  we 
have — in  small  amounts  they  are  very,  very  desirable;  carried  too  far  they  are 
ruinous.”62  Without  unification,  the  military  services  would  continue  to  compete 
for  money  before  the  various  congressional  committees.  With  integration,  the 
nation  could  buy  more  security  for  less. 

One  of  General  Eisenhower’s  strongest  convictions  was  that  an  independent 
Air  Force  should  be  created.  “No  sane  officer  of  any  arm,”  he  said,  “would 
contest  that  thinking.”63  He  added; 

The  Normandy  Invasion  was  based  on  a  deep-seated  faith  in  the  power  of  the  Air  Forces 
in  overwhelming  numbers  to  intervene  in  the  land  battle,  i.e. ,  that  the  Air  Forces  by  their 
action  could  have  the  effect  on  the  ground  of  making  it  possible  for  a  small  force  of  land 
troops  to  invade  a  continent.  .  .  .  Without  that  Air  Force;  without  its  independent 
power,  entirely  aside  from  its  ability  to  sweep  the  enemy  air  forces  out  of  the  sky.  without 
its  power  to  intervene  in  the  ground  battle,  that  invasion  would  have  been  fantastic. w 

Eisehhower  in  December  1945  convened,  and  impressed  his  deeply  felt  opinion 
on,  the  Army  staff.  He  said  the  air  arm  had  shown  beyond  any  doubt  it  was  equal  to 
the  other  arms.  He  reiterated  his  view  that  an  independent  Air  Force  should  be 
formed.  Even  if  the  requisite  laws  were  not  passed,  within  the  Army  the  air  arm 
should  be  largely  independent.  In  other  words,  the  Chief  of  Staff  stated: 
the  Air  Commander  and  his  staff  are  an  organization  coordinate  with  and  coequal  to  the 
land  forces  and  the  Navy.  I  realize  that  there  can  be  other  individual  opinions.  .  .  .  But 
that  seems  to  me  to  be  so  logical  from  all  of  our  experiences  in  this  war — such  an 
inescapable  conclusion — that  I  for  one  can’t  even  entertain  any  longer  any  doubt  as  to  its 
wisdom.” 
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In  the  interim,  he  enjoined  his  staff  to  vigorously  support  forthcoming  directives, 
anticipated  from  the  Simpson  Board,  which  would  give  the  AAF  as  much  autono¬ 
my  as  possible  short  of  complete  coequality. 66 

As  to  the  contention  of  naval  leaders  that  the  job  of  the  proposed  civilian 
secretary  was  beyond  the  capacity  of  one  man.  General  Eisenhower  told  the 
Military  Affairs  Committee  that  if  that  were  the  case,  then  no  one  should  become 
President  of  the  United  States.67  Regarding  the  Navy’s  fear  that  reorganization 
would  subordinate  one  service  to  another,  he  said  that  experiences  in  Africa  and 
Europe  had  proved  such  fears  groundless.6* 

The  testimony  of  War  Department  and  Navy  officials  revealed  that  a  wide  gap 
still  remained  in  their  views  on  unification.  This  was  reflected  in  the  failure  of  the 
Senate  Military  Affairs  Committee  to  agree  on  potential  legislation. 


Truman  Advocates  a  Coequal  Air  Force 

Before  the  end  of  the  war,  President  Harry  S.  Truman  had  made  up  his  mind 
that  the  military  had  to  be  reorganized.  He  wanted  the  services  unified  and  the  air 
arm  to  have  parity  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  “One  of  the  strongest  convictions 
which  I  brought  to  the  Presidency,”  Truman  recalled,  “was  that  the  antiquated 
defense  setup.  .  .  had  to  be  reorganized  quickly  as  a  step  toward  insuring  our 
future  safety  and  preserving  world  peace.”*69  From  the  Pearl  Harbor  hearings,  the 
Chief  Executive  concluded  that  the  December  7,  1941  tragedy  had  been  “as  much 
the  result  of  the  inadequate  military  system  which  provided  for  no  unified  com¬ 
mand,  either  in  the  field  or  in  Washington,  as  it  was  any  personal  failure  of  Army  or 
Navy  commanders.” + 70  So  the  United  States  needed  a  national  security  organiza¬ 
tion,  the  President  emphasized,  ready  to  operate  instantly  in  an  emergency. 
Truman’s  view  attracted  wide  support.  An  editorial  in  The  New  York  Times,  for 
example,  attributed  the  disaster  at  Pearl  Harbor  chiefly  to  a  system  not  geared  to 
cope  with  a  surprise  attack.  The  answer,  according  to  the  Times,  was  a  “set-up  to 
simplify  and  speed  up  procedure,  eliminate  rivalry  and  assure  the  same  kind  of 
coordination  in  peace  which  necessity  compelled  in  war.”71 

Truman  was  well  aware  that  the  conflict  had  bared  serious  flaws  in  the  ability 
of  the  United  States  to  react  to  total  war.  At  the  start  of  the  war,  no  satisfactory 


•In  retrospect.  Navy  officials  speculated  on  the  twist  of  fate  that  brought  Harry  S.  Truman  to  the 
presidency.  Truman  it  was  well  known,  favored  unification  and  had  written  an  article  for  Collier’s 
magazine  on  this  subject.  Naval  leaders  thought  that  Truman's  accession  to  the  presidency  set  in  motion 
“a  set  of  consequences  for  the  postwar  Navy  different  from  what  might  have  been  anticipated  under  a 
postwar  Roosevelt."  (Vincent  Davis.  Postwar  Defense  Policy  and  the  U.S.  Navy.  1943-1946  (Chapel 
Hill,  N.C..  1962),  p  118. | 

fit  should  also  be  noted  that  during  World  War  II  Truman  served  as  chairman  of  the  Special 
Committee  to  Investigate  the  National  Defense  Program  This  experience  gave  him  a  close  view  of 
military  inefficiency  and  duplication. 
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Demonstrating  his  commitment  to  U.S.  air  power.  President  Truman  signs  the  proclama¬ 
tion  designating  August  1 , 1946  as  Air  Force  Day.  The  date  marked  the  39th  Anniversary 
of  military  aviation.  On  hand  for  the  occasion  are  Gen.  Carl  A.  Spaatz.  AAF  Command¬ 
ing  General,  (center)  and  Lt.  Gen.  Ira  C.  Eaker.  Deputy  Commander. 

system  existed  to  mobilize  manpower,  materiel,  and  production.  Logistical  short¬ 
ages  hampered  execution  of  strategic  plans.  There  was  substandard  planning  for 
materiel  requirements,  duplication  in  procurement,  and  inadequate  Army-Navy 
coordination. 

Absence  of  a  Navy- War  Department  agreement  on  unification  and  failure  of 
the  Military  Affairs  Committee  to  report  a  bill  convinced  the  President  to  act.  In 
his  special  message  to  Congress  of  December  19,  1945,  Truman  said  he  had 
previously  recommended  to  Congress  a  Universal  Military  Training  program. 
UMT  would  give  the  nation  citizen-soldiers  who  could  be  mobilized  when  needed 
to  support  a  small  professional  military  establishment.  Besides  UMT.  it  would  be 
necessary  to  create  a  single  Department  of  National  Defense.  He  stressed  that  the 
lessons  of  the  war  demanded  unified  direction  of  land.  sea.  and  air  forces. 7: 

Truman  remained  especially  sensitive  that  on  December  7,  1941.  the  United 
States  had  been  without  a  system  of  unified  command.  The  Japanese  success  left  an 
indelible  blot  on  the  American  conscience,  and  he  was  determined  there  would  be 
no  more  Pearl  Harbors.  In  1941  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  had  lacked  a 
tradition  of  collaboration.  Also,  at  that  time  air  power  was  not  organized  coequal 
with  the  ground  and  sea  forces.  The  Chief  Executive  observed  that  formation  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  was  meant  to  correct  these  defects.  Although  coordination  of 
strategic  planning  and  operations  had  been  carried  out  through  joint  committees 
under  the  JCS,  this  could  not  be  considered  a  form  of  unification.71 
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In  the  theaters,  unified  commands  were  set  up.  “We  came  to  the  conclusion, 
soon  confirmed  by  experience,”  Truman  said,  "that  any  extended  military  effort 
required  over-all  coordinated  control  in  order  to  get  the  most  out  of  the  three  armed 
forces.  Had  we  not  early  in  the  war  adopted  this  principle  of  a  unified  command  for 
operations,  our  efforts,  no  matter  how  heroic,  might  have  failed."74  Nevertheless, 
leadership  in  Washington  stayed  divided.  And  even  in  the  field,  there  were 
differences  in  doctrine,  training,  communications,  and  in  supply  and  distribution 
systems. 

Basically  it  was  a  matter  of  organization.  The  President  sided  with  the  Army 
(and  the  JCS  Special  Committee  for  Reorganization  of  National  Defense)  and 
against  the  Navy  on  the  question  of  whether  the  JCS  system  would  suffice  for 
postwar  organization.  He  emphatically  thought  it  was  not  good  enough.  The  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  was  a  committee — not  a  unified  command.  While  the  Joint  Chiefs 
cooperated  during  the  war.  this  would  not  be  the  case  in  peacetime.  The  Com¬ 
mander  in  Chief  decided  there  had  been  sufficient  studies  of  military  organization. 
It  was  time  for  action.  In  his  eyes,  there  was  simply  no  question  about  the  need  for 
unification.  He  was  not  going  to  stand  for  each  of  the  services  continuing  to  plan 
programs  in  their  own  splendid  isolation.  The  divisive  competition  for  funds  must 
cease.75  And  Truman  favored  parity  of  air  power: 

Air  power  has  been  developed  to  a  point  where  its  responsibilities  are  equal  to  those  of 
land  and  sea  power,  and  its  contribution  to  our  strategic  planning  is  as  great  In 
operation,  air  power  receives  its  separate  assignment  in  the  execution  of  the  over-all 
plan.  These  facts  were  finally  recognized  in  this  war  in  the  organizational  parity  which 
was  granted  to  air  power  within  our  principal  unified  commands.1'’ 

Despite  the  success  engendered  by  unified  command,  it  was  just  as  clear  there  had 
been  shortcomings.  These  were  essentially  due  to  a  lack  of  understanding  between 
the  services. 

In  proposing  a  Department  of  National  Defense  headed  by  a  civilian  Secre¬ 
tary  of  National  Defense  (and  also  an  Office  of  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Department  of 
National  Defense),  Truman  stressed  that  unification  would  be  a  long-term  task. 
Many  difficulties  lay  ahead.  "Unification  is  much  more  than  a  matter  of  organiza¬ 
tion,”  the  President  said:  “It  will  require  new  viewpoints,  new  doctrine,  and  new 
habits  of  thinking  throughout  the  departmental  structure.”77 


The  AAF  Plans  for  Unification 

As  we  have  seen,  Arnold  had  assigned  a  high  priority  to  planning  for  postwar 
organization  and  to  drafting  legislation  for  an  independent  Air  Force.  By  the  end  of 
the  war.  Col.  Reuben  C.  Moffat’s  Post  War  Division  (under  Maj.  Gen.  Lauris 
Norstad,  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Plans),  had  written  a  potential  bill  to  create  a 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  a  United  States  Air  Force.  The  Post  War  Division 
had  also  began  to  study  various  possible  organizational  forms  for  a  separate  Air 
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Force.  On  September  18,  1945.  Col.  Jacob  E.  Smart,  Secretary  of  the  Air  Staff, 
concerned  over  intensified  congressional  interest  in  defense  organization  and  with 
the  absence  of  concrete  AAF  plans,  recommended  to  General  Eaker  that  the  AAF 
begin  to  prepare  comprehensive  draft  legislation  for  formation  of  a  separate  Air 
Force.  Such  legislation  should  guarantee  that  an  independent  Air  Force  would 
from  its  inception  “receive  all  of  the  benefits  that  now  accrue  as  an  agency  of  the 
War  Department,  and  none  of  the  disadvantages  that  result  from  the  entangled 
masses  of  laws  which  now  affect  all  components  of  the  War  Department."  '  This 
endeavor.  Smart  observed,  would  demand  scrutiny  of  existing  legislation  and 
careful  planning  by  many  of  the  AAF's  most  capable  officers.  He  urged  that  action 
be  taken  immediately  so  that  legislation  would  be  ready  if  and  when  a  separate  Air 
Force  became  a  reality. 7V 

Smart  advocated  that  the  Army  Air  Forces  start  drafting  legislation  to  create  a 
single  Department  of  National  Defense  unshackled  by  restrictions  w  hich  had  been 
imposed  upon  the  War  Department.  Even  though  this  matter  would  eventually 
undergo  joint  study.  Colonel  Smart  thought  by  promulgating  the  original  proposal 
the  AAF  would  seize  the  initiative.  The  War  and  Navy  Departments  would  then 
have  to  start  with  the  AAF’s  recommendation  as  a  basis  for  their  own,*" 

After  receiving  Smart’s  memorandum.  General  Eaker  suggested  that  Norstad 
frame  at  once  legislation  for  a  separate  Air  Force,  if  he  were  not  already  doing  so. Kl 
Norstad  replied  that  the  Post  War  Division  had  finished  a  draft  bill,  but  the  required 
legislation  stipulating  the  makeup  of  the  Air  Force  (termed  a  "consolidated  code") 
had  not  yet  been  prepared.  He  recommended  that  the  Air  Judge  Advocate's  office 
draw  up  the  appropriate  legislation,  monitored  by  the  Post  War  Division.'-’  Eaker 
agreed,  instructing  the  Air  Judge  Advocate  to  study  existing  legislation  in  order  to 
draft  a  law  creating  an  autonomous  Air  Force  and  a  single  Department  of  National 
Defense.  The  Post  War  Division  would  oversee  this  work." 

As  the  Congress  deliberated  on  unification  legislation  and  the  Air  Judge 
Advocate  commenced  his  task.  Headquarters  Army  Air  Forces  kept  its  major  field 
commanders  informed  of  "the  fight  that  is  brewing"  on  postwar  organization.  A 
number  of  general  officers  in  AAF  headquarters  wrote  to  these  commanders.  They 
explained  that  the  Navy  opposed  a  single  Department  of  National  Defense.  Naval 
leaders  feared  that  unification  and  a  separate  Air  Force  would  deprive  them  of  their 
air  arm.  These  AAF  officers  also  said  that  the  recommendations  of  the  majority 
report  of  the  JCS  special  committee  were  the  best  the  AAF  could  expect  from  any 
such  board.  If  implemented,  these  proposals  would  afford  the  AAF  coequal  status 
and  achieve  unification.  Success  in  the  unification  fight  would  extend  to  the  Air 
Force  “the  same  opportunity  as  the  other  components  to  present  our  financial 
requirements.  We  will  be  subject  to  only  that  administrative  control  that  is 
applicable  to  all  three  components  and  we  will  have  the  same  standing  as  the  other 
services  in  Congress/ ”SJ 

In  the  face  oi  determined  Navy  opposition.  General  Arnold  in  October  1945 
felt  confident  that  an  independent  Air  Force  would  ensue.  He  reminded  Eaker  that 
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(Right)  Secretary  of  the  Air  Staff,  Col.  Ja.  ol> 
E.  Smart  urged  General  Eaker  to  take  the 
initiative  in  drafting  legislation  setting  up  a 
single  Department  of  National  Defense  and 
an  Air  Force  coequal  with  the  Army  and 
Navy. 


(Below)  Anticipating  the  birth  of  the  Air 
Force.  Gen.  Hap  Arnold  (right)  directed  Gen¬ 
eral  Eaker  (left)  to  prepare  plans  for  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  the  new  department. 
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as  Commanding  General,  AAF,  he  had  publicly  expressed  strong  approval  of  the 
JCS  committee’s  majority  report  and  its  recommendation  for  unification  and  a 
coequal  Air  Force.  Assuming  this  eventual  turn  of  events,  Arnold  wanted  plans 
prepared  so  the  AAF  would  be  ready  to  meet  its  responsibilities.  He  directed  Eaker 
to  appoint  a  board  of  officers  to  make  a  comprehensive  study,  setting  forth  required 
AAF  actions  when  defense  reorganization  occurred.  At  that  time,  Arnold  said,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  determine  the  Air  Force’s  mission,  functions,  and  organiza¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  its  relationship  with  land  and  naval  forces.  Moreover,  since  the  Air 
Force  would  be  breaking  away  from  the  War  Department,  it  would  be  imperative  to 
fix  precise  responsibility  in  personnel,  intelligence,  supply,  and  other  areas. 8S 

During  November  and  December  the  Office  of  the  Air  Judge  Advocate 
worked  on  reorganization  legislation,  with  General  Norstad  approving  each  step. 
Three  plans  emerged,  in  order  of  priority:  (1)  a  separate  Air  Force  coequal  with  the 
Army  and  Navy  and  represented  in  the  cabinet  by  a  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force;  (2)  a 
single  and  completely  unified  department;  and  (3)  status  quo,  with  a  two-depart¬ 
ment  organization.86 

Meanwhile,  as  Congress  weighed  unification  and  a  separate  Air  Force,  the 
Army  Air  Forces  strove  to  preserve  the  substantial  autonomy  it  had  accumulated 
during  the  war.  Arnold  of  course  appreciated  the  freedom  that  Marshall  allowed 
him  as  Commanding  General,  AAF.  In  1942  the  Army  Air  Forces  had  won  stature 
equal  to  that  of  Army  Ground  Forces  and  Army  Service  Forces.  Also,  as  a  member 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  and  the  Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  AAF  commander  had  a 
voice  in  matters  of  grand  strategy.  In  general  he  had  been  given  a  free  hand  in 
shaping  the  AAF.  At  Arnold’s  direction,  the  AAF  had  built  its  own  formidable 
support  forces  in  such  vital  areas  as  research  and  development,  logistics,  and 
engineering. 

Consequently,  immediately  after  the  war.  General  Arnold  turned  his  attention 
to  preserving  the  AAF’s  freedom  and  at  the  same  time  waging  the  battle  for  AAF 
autonomy.  Arnold’s  immediate  worry  was  that  the  War  Department's  organization, 
under  which  the  AAF  had  gained  quasi-autonomy,  would  automatically  expire  six 
months  after  the  end  of  the  war.  This  structure  had  originally  been  authorized  by 
President  Roosevelt’s  executive  order,  issued  under  the  War  Powers  Act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  18,  1941 

Thus,  on  August  28, 1945  (the  same  day  that  Eaker  set  70  groups  as  the  AAF's 
goal),*  Arnold  recommended  to  Marshall  that  a  bill  be  introduced  in  the  forthcom¬ 
ing  Congress  to  extend  the  War  Department  organization  until  permanent  legisla¬ 
tion  could  be  secured  for  the  postwar  military  establishment.  Arnold  supported  his 
proposal  by  emphasizing  that  the  present  structure  was  a  great  improvement  over 
the  prewar  one —  especially  insofar  as  the  AAF  was  concerned.  A  return  to  the 
postwar  setup  would  result  in  chaos.87 


*See  Chapter  II. 
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Marshall  disagreed  with  Arnold’s  proposal,  noting  that  the  War  Department 
had  not  yet  defined  its  views  on  postwar  organization.  Introduction  of  a  legislative 
proposal  at  this  time  would  therefore  be  premature.  Besides,  if  time  permitted,  it 
would  be  preferable  to  submit  legislation  for  the  desired  War  Department  structure 
affording  the  AAF  increased  autonomy,  rather  than  Arnold’s  so-called  "interim” 
bill  which  would  have  frozen  the  current  organization.*8  Accordingly,  on  August 
30,  1945,  Marshall  appointed  a  board  of  officers  under  Lt.  Gen.  Alexander  M. 
Patch,  Jr.,*  to  examine  the  War  Department  organization  and  to  recommend  an 
appropriate  peacetime  structure. 

General  Arnold  continued  to  advocate  continuation  of  the  wartime  structure 
pending  submission  of  permanent  legislation.  Keeping  the  present  organization 
would  avoid  changing  now  and  even  again  later.  There  was  also  the  question  of 
duplication.  As  before,  Arnold  pointed  to  separate  facilities,  procurement,  hospi¬ 
tals,  and  depots.  The  country  could  not  stand  the  expense.  In  addition,  he  wanted 
to  remove  the  command  function  from  Army  Service  Forces  and  to  make  it  a 
procurement  agency  for  common  items.  The  ASF,  in  Arnold’s  view,  had  arrogated 
excessive  prerogatives.89  The  board  appointed  by  Marshall —  first  chaired  by  Patch 
and,  after  his  death,  by  Lt.  Gen.  William  H.  Simpson — ’was  deliberately  weighted 
against  the  Army  Service  Forces.**  The  members  were  drawn  chiefly  from 
technical  services  and  from  General  Eisenhower’s  staff.  They  opposed  con¬ 
tinuance  of  ASF  because  they  felt  it  had  become  far  too  large  and  had  wielded 
excessive  power.  Further,  they  believed  a  separate  supply  command  violated  the 
principle  of  unity  of  command.  Realizing  Eisenhower  would  be  the  next  Chief  of 
Staff,  the  Platch  Board  paid  special  attention  to  his  opinions. 90 

Eisenhower’s  reorganization  idea  featured  a  plan  to  divide  the  Army  staff  into 
a  small  planning  group  at  the  top  and  functional  operating  directorates  for  technical 
supervision."91  Below  these,  AAF,  AGF,  and  technical  services  would  exercise 


*ftitch  was  a  combat  veteran  without  General  Staff  experience. 

’General  Simpson  commanded  the  U.S.  Ninth  Army  during  World  War  II.  He  formally  received 
four-star  rank  in  1954. 

**The  Patch  Board  was  constituted  "to  examine  into  the  present  organization  of  the  War 
Department  and  to  propose  an  organization  appropriate  for  peacetime  adoption.  .  .  .  The  organization 
proposed  will  be  based  upon  the  continuance  of  the  present  overall  organization  of  the  Armed  Services 
into  two  departments — the  War  and  Navy — however,  the  Board  should  have  in  mind  the  practicability 
of  fitting  the  proposed  organization  intoasingle  Department  of  National  Defense.”  (Stmt  of  Gen.  Patch 
to  the  Bd,  Sep  10, 1945,  priorto  intvw  of  Maj.  Gen.  Laurence  S.  Kuter.  in  RG  165,  Rcrdsofthe  WDGen 
and  Sp  Stfs,  Army  C/S,  Patch-Simpson  Bd  File,  MMB,  NA.] 

’’Eisenhower  also  informed  the  fttch  Board  that  it  was  time  to  use  a  "sledge  hammer  on  the 
empire  builders."  Eisenhower  had  reference  to  "this  spirit  of  bureaucracy  [which]  has  manifested  itself 
too  long  in  the  governmental  services,  and  I  think  it  is  high  time  that  we  in  the  Army  and  the  Air  just  set 
our  faces  against  it  and  ruthlessly  uproot  it;  the  spirit  of  never  letting  go  of  anything  that  you  have  ever 
had  hold  of.”  This  thought  had  also  been  stressed  to  the  Patch  Board  by  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for 
Air  Robert  A.  Lovett.  According  to  Lovett,  one  of  the  major  problems  in  the  War  Department  was  the 
existence  of  "little  armies  within  the  Army — isolated  activities  or  empires  which  were  being  sponsored 
by  their  Chief  without  regard  to  the  overall  good  of  the  Army."  On  the  other  hand,  another  of  his 
concerns  was  that  safeguards  should  be  set  up  against  "vegetation"  of  senior  officers.  Many  of  these 
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command  functions.  Eisenhower  had  long  thought  that  the  War  Department 
General  Staff  needed  reorganization: 

As  1  see  it.  our  General  Staff  has  gotten  into  a  very  bad  state  for  this  reason:  we  set  up  a 
General  Staff  to  be  thinkers,  advisers  and  coordinators,  but  not  operators  But  we  found 
under  our  system  that  following  up  and  the  issuing  of  detailed  orders  were  necessary, 
and  that  is  "operations.”  so  the  General  Staff  enters  into  it.  So  I  said:  “How  can  I 
remove  from  the  General  Staff  what  it  is  doing  now  in  the  way  of  operations  ’"  Then  we 
could  have  a  small  General  Staff  in  its  original  conception  and  still  have  the  power 
somewhere  to  do  this  following  up  in  detailed  operation  on  a  pretty  high  level,  and  we 
know  we  have  to  do  it.”’ 

In  their  testimony  before  the  Patch  Board,  Spaatz  and  Eaker  echoed  Arnold's 
view  that  the  War  Department  should  be  organized  towards  eventual  creation  of  a 
Department  of  National  Defense.  Otherwise,  noted  Spaatz,  it  would  be  necessary 
to  reorganize  twice. g'  General  Spaatz  wanted  the  AAF  formed  with  its  own 
promotion  and  personnel  systems. '**  The  AAF  advocated  a  separate  promotion 
system  to  compensate  for  the  "dissimilar  personnel  requirements  of  flying  person¬ 
nel  as  compared  to  non-flying  personnel.'"'5  The  average  useful  life  of  the  flying 
officer  was  shorter  than  that  of  the  nonflyer.  Flying  officers  must  be  younger  to 
meet  the  physical  and  mental  requirements  of  piloting  modem  aircraft.  Further¬ 
more,  flyers  had  other  important  responsibilities.  For  example,  a  B-29  group 
commander  who 

habitually  leads  18  to  72  airplanes  (and  frequently  a  whole  air  force).  .  .  He  commands 
in  his  group  approximately  300  officers  and  150  enlisted  men.  and  in  addition  to  normal 
equipment  found  in  ground  units  of  similar  size,  he  is  responsible  for  20  million  dollars 
worth  of  aircraft.  Also  he  is  very  often  base  commander  in  addition  to  his  duties  as  group 
commander.1* 

In  consequence,  the  case  for  a  separate  Air  Force  promotion  system  rested 
squarely  on  flying  itself.  Overall,  the  AAF  wanted  control  of  its  own  personnel 
policies. 

When  asked  for  his  opinion  on  the  General  Staff,  Spaatz  replied  that  the 
General  Staff  should  be  a  policymaking  and  coordinating  agency,  “with  the 
smartest  Air,  Ground  and  Service  Forces  men  we  can  find  to  put  on  it.”1'7  As  far  as 
antiaircraft  artillery  (AAA)  was  concerned,  he  thought  it  should  be  operated  and 
controlled  by  the  Air  Force  so  long  as  integration  between  fighter  aircraft  and  AAA 
remained.  Combined  training  of  AAA  and  fighters 

should  come  under  the  operation  and  control  of  the  Air  and  also  when  it  comes  to  war 
and  the  enemy  Air  is  the  threat,  but  when  that  threat  is  done  away  with  and  you  reduce 
the  number  of  antiaircraft  outfits  that  cover  you  against  air  attacks ,  they  should  be  able  to 
go  into  the  Ground  Army  and  be  set  up  and  used  as  artillery.”8 


officers  in  the  War  Department.  Lovett  said,  espoused  a  philosophy  that  had  evolved  from  the  years 
when  economy  was  the  watchword.  These  officers  were  unreceptive  to  the  advanced  methods  of  big 
business  which  would  be  required  to  operate  the  postwar  Army.  [Stmt  of  Gen.  DwightD.  Eisenhower  to 
fttch  Bd,  Sep  23.  1945,  in  RG  165,  Rcrds  of  the  WD  Gen  and  Sp  Stfs.  Army  C/S.  Patch-Simpson  Bd 
File,  Box  927,  MMB,  NA;  testimony  of  Robert  A.  Lovett,  Asst  Secy  of  War  for  Air.  to  fttch  Bd.  Sep  6. 
1945,  in  RG  165,  Rcrds  of  the  WD  Gen  and  Spl  Stfs,  Army  C/S.  Patch-Simpson  Bd  File.  MMB.  NA.  j 
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On  October  18,  1945,  the  Patch  Board  sent  its  report  to  General  Marshall  who 
routed  it  through  the  War  Department  staff  for  comment.  General  Arnold  was 
disappointed  with  the  fttch  report  because  it  ignored  his  recommendation  that  the 
Air  Staff  should  be  coequal  with  the  War  Department  General  Staff  until  the 
unification  question  was  decided.  In  effect,  the  AAF  Commander  wanted  two 
chiefs  of  staff  in  the  postwar  period,  one  for  the  Ground  Forces  and  the  other  for  the 
Air  Forces.  Spaatz,  at  Arnold’s  direction,  had  told  the  Patch  Board  that  reorgan¬ 
ization  should  be  sufficiently  complete  so  little  reorganization  would  be  needed 
when  the  time  came  for  the  Air  Force  to  assume  coequal  status. w 

The  report  suggested  expanding  the  size,  functions,  and  responsibilities  of 
the  War  Department  General  Staff,  and  making  the  Army  Air  Forces  coequal  with 
Army  Ground  Forces  under  the  Chief  of  Staff  and  the  War  Department  General 
Staff.  The  Board’s  plan  divided  the  War  Department  and  Army  into  four  echelons: 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  War;  General  and  Special  Staffs  for  planning  and 
direction;  administrative  and  technical  services  restored  to  their  prewar  autonomy; 
and  on  the  operating  level,  the  AAF,  AGF,  and  Overseas  Departments.10" 

Arnold  apprised  Marshall  that  the  Army  Air  Forces  would  not  respond  in 
detail  to  the  Patch  report.  He  said  its  recommendations  could  not  be  reconciled 
with  the  War  Department’s  proposals  for  a  single  Department  of  the  Armed  Forces, 
nor  with  the  need  for  coequal  status  of  the  Army  Air  Forces.101  The  AAF 
Commander  emphasized  the  special  relationship  that  he  and  his  staff  enjoyed 


Lt.  Gen.  Alexander  M.  fttch. 
Jr. ,  headed  a  board  of  officers 
charged  with  examining  the 
current  organization  of  the 
War  Department  and  recom¬ 
mending  a  structure  suitable 
for  peacetime  defense. 
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during  the  war  with  General  Marshall  and  the  War  Department  General  Staff. 
Marshall  had  recognized  the  special  difficulties  faced  by  the  Army  Air  Forces  and 
delegated  many  responsibilities  to  Arnold.  Naturally,  General  Arnold  wanted  the 
head  of  the  Air  Force  to  stay  a  member  of  the  Joint  Chiefs.1"2  The  Patch  report,  by 
positioning  the  AAF  under  the  General  and  Special  Staffs,  would  have  kept  the 
AAF  from  formal  (organizational)  participation  in  General  Staff  planning. 
Throughout  the  war,  the  Air  Staff  had  taken  part  in  such  planning.  The  structure 
recommended  by  the  Patch  Board  should  "perpetuate  this  participation  by  the 
Army  Air  Forces  organizationally  in  order  that  the  terms  of  the  reorganization  can 
not  be  used  to  demonstrate  that  such  a  relationship  no  longer  exists.”'0'  Air  Staff 
participation  at  all  planning  levels  must  be  confirmed.  Hence,  the  current  structure 
should  be  kept  until  the  unification  question  was  resolved.1"4 

When  General  Patch  died  on  November  21 ,  1945,  General  Eisenhower — who 
had  succeeded  Marshall  as  Army  Chief  of  Staff  on  November  19 — appointed  a  new 
board  headed  by  Lt.  Gen.  William  H.  Simpson.  The  Simpson  Board’s  task  was  to 
review  comments  on  the  Patch  report,  to  make  revisions,  and  to  draft  executive 
orders  to  put  a  reorganization  into  effect  which  would  permit  the  AAF  subse¬ 
quently  to  separate  from  the  Army.  In  December  Arnold  made  his  argument  to 
General  Simpson:  that  the  Patch  Board,  by  proposing  that  AAF  be  coequal  with 
AGF,  had  failed  to  see  the  need  for  the  Air  Staff  to  be  on  a  coordinate  level  with  the 
War  Department  General  Staff.  Moreover,  the  board’s  recommendations  would 
make  more  difficult  an  eventual  transition  to  a  single  department.  Also,  the  board 
wanted  to  abolish  the  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air,  a  position 
established  by  the  Air  Corps  Act  of  1926  (and  first  held  by  F.  Trubee  Davison).* 
Arnold  opposed  this  and  in  addition  objected  strongly  to  the  recommendation  to 
assign  antiaircraft  artillery  to  the  Army  Ground  Forces.105 

Previously,  in  December  1944,  Spaatz  had  informed  Arnold: 

The  development  of  all  the  weapons  for  coordinated  defense  should  be  pushed.  Anti¬ 
aircraft  artillery  is  making  rapid  strides  in  effectiveness.  Radar  equipment  ...  is 
proving  extremely  effective  not  only  in  defense,  but  as  a  method  of  offense  and  control . 

All  measures  for  defense  should  be  coordinated  under  our  control,  including  radar  and 
counter-radar,  interceptors  ....  as  well  as  antiaircraft  in  order  that  we  can  get  behind 
research  and  development  in  the  field."* 

Postwar  planners  under  Kuter  and  Davison  in  1944  had  recommended  that  the 
postwar  Air  Force  include  an  antiaircraft  artillery  force  of  140,000  men.  Although 
the  War  Department  made  no  reply  to  this  proposal,  Arnold  proceeded  on  the 


‘High-ranking  members  of  the  War  Department  also  desired  to  keep  the  position  of  Assistant 
Secretary  of  War  for  Air.  According  to  Lt.  Gen.  John  E .  Hull .  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff.  Operations  Plans 
Division,  the  Navy  had  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  for  Air  and  thus  it  would  be  a  "very 
retrogressive  step  for  the  War  Department  to  eliminate  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air.”  Besides, 
civil  aviation  required  a  conduit  to  military  aviation  and  this  had  been  handled  by  an  Assistant  Secretary 
of  War  for  Air.  Finally,  public  criticism  would  be  directed  at  the  War  Department  should  this  office  be 
done  away  with.  (Memo  for  DCS  A  fr  Lt  Gen.  John  E.  Hull.  ACS/OPD.  USA.  subj:  Report  of  Board  of 
Officers  on  Organization  of  the  War  Department.  Nov  5.  1945.) 
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assumption  that  it  would  be  approved.  Moreover,  the  AAF  Commander  wanted  to 
place  nonrated  AAA  personnel  in  command  of  postwar  air  defenses  worldwide .  He 
wished  to  guarantee  the  artillerymen  the  same  opportunity  to  reach  high  rank  as 
given  to  flyers. 

The  Fbtch-Simpson  Board’s  decision  not  to  integrate  antiaircraft  artillery  into 
the  Army  Air  Forces  mirrored  the  Army  Ground  Forces’  view.  That  is.  the  AAA 
mission  was  defense  of  ground  troops  and  installations,  a  mission  more  relevant  to 
ground  and  service  forces  than  to  the  Air  Forces.  If  AAA  should  be  integrated  into 
the  AAF,  War  Department  and  AGF  leaders  feared  its  principal  development 
would  tend  toward  defense  of  Air  Force  installations.  Ground  leaders  advanced  the 
idea  that  the  Air  Force  “faces  a  tremendous  future  task  of  its  own  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  new  aircraft  for  offensive  and  other  purposes.  The  problem  faced  by  the 
AAA  of  the  future  is  in  itself  too  great  in  magnitude  to  be  thrust  upon  the  Air  Force 
as  an  additional  problem.”1"7 

Ground  generals  pointed  to  the  effective  use  of  AAA  in  the  war,  achieved  by  a 
coordinated  area  defense  organization  under  a  single  commander.  During  the  war, 
assignment  of  chief  responsibility  for  air  defense  to  an  Air  Force  sector  com¬ 
mander  was  based  on  the  employment  of  defensive  fighter  aircraft.  The  advent  of 
atomic  weapons  and  long-range  rockets  would  render  fighter  aircraft  obsolete  as 
instruments  of  defense.  Vital  installations  would  depend  on  well-organized  ground 
defenses  using  radar  and  radar-controlled  defensive  weapons.10"  AAA  personnel 
should  be  trained  as  part  of  the  ground  forces: 

AAA  troops  should  be  trained  with  a  view  of  their  ultimate  assimilation  for  combat  or 
other  roles  in  the  Ground  Forces.  .  .  .  they  should  be  considered  and  trained  from  the 
outset  as  a  part  of  the  Ground  Forces.  In  the  development  of  their  weapons  consideration 
should  be  given  to  their  use,  when  not  required  for  defense,  for  offensive  purposes  in 
support  of  ground  operations.  This  desirable  versatility  was  well  demonstrated  in  World 
War  II. m 

As  noted,  General  Arnold’s  major  objective  between  the  end  of  the  war  and 
passage  of  unification  legislation  was  to  solidify  Army  Air  Forces’  gains.  The  Patch 
Board  proposals  could  not  be  reconciled  with  this  goal  nor  with  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment’s  own  recommendation  for  a  single  Department  of  the  Armed  Forces.""  In 
December  1945,  Spaatz — in  the  process  of  taking  over  from  Arnold — also  made 
clear  to  General  Simpson  that  the  Patch  Board,  by  not  making  the  Air  Staff 
coordinate  with  the  War  Department  General  Staff,  had  slowed  the  transition  of  the 
AAF  from  a  part  of  a  two-department  system  to  a  single-department  one.'"  Spaatz 
wanted  the  current  War  Department  structure,  based  on  presidential  executive 
order,  to  be  continued  in  the  interim  by  legislation  as  Arnold  had  first  advocated  in 
August  1945. 

The  Simpson  Board  gave  General  Eisenhower  its  report  on  December  28, 
1945.  It  was  revised  on  January  18,  1946,  and  promptly  approved  by  the  Army 
Chief  for  planning  purposes.  On  February  1,  just  before  succeeding  Arnold, 
Spaatz  expressed  his  doubts  on  the  Simpson  report  to  Eisenhower.  Like  Arnold, 
Spaatz  deemed  the  suggested  organization  inconsistent  with  unification  proposals. 
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AAF  Commanding  General  Henry  H.  Arnold  (left)  rides  with  his  successor.  Gen.  Carl 
A.  Spaatz  (center),  and  Ninth  Air  Force  Commander  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg. 


Its  adoption  would  “place  in  question,  in  the  public  mind  and  in  the  minds  of 
opponents  of  unification,  the  War  Department’s  adherence  to  these  basic  principles 
and  will,  in  my  view,  seriously  jeopardize  the  unification  program.’’112  Spaatz  said 
that  in  general  the  unification  proposals  envisioned  a  small  policymaking  and 
planning  staff  for  the  proposed  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Armed  Forces.  The  Simpson 
report  indicated  that  policy  and  planning  formulation  at  the  staff  level  could  not  be 
divorced  from  operations.  It  recommended  a  General  Staff  composed  of  Directors 
having  authority  throughout  the  establishment."3 

Thus,  General  Spaatz  asserted  that  the  board’s  report — despite  espousing  an 
autonomous  Air  Force — subjected  the  AAF  to  a  General  Staff  consisting  of 
Directors  with  “directive  authority.”  Among  them  was  a  Director  of  Service, 
Supply,  and  Procurement,  who  besides  staff  duties  would  direct  the  functions  of 
the  Army  Service  Forces.  Spaatz  urged  a  full  reconsideration  of  the  report  and  its 
recommendations . 114 

Previous  to  the  actual  reorganization,  the  War  Department  issued  a  memoran¬ 
dum  on  April  4, 1946,  explaining  the  Simpson  Board’s  proposals.  Then  Executive 
Order  9722,  May  13,  1946  (amending  Executive  Order  9082,  February  28,  1942) 
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authorized  reorganization  of  the  War  Department,  effective  June  1 1 . 1946.  On  May 
14,  1946,  War  Department  Circular  138  promulgated  reorganization  of  the  War 
Department  effective  June  11  (subsequently  termed  the  “Eisenhower 
Reorganization"). 

Though  the  Simpson  report  retained  the  Patch  Board  recommendation  that  the 
Air  Staff  should  be  coordinate  with  the  Army  Ground  Forces  staff  (rather  than  with 
the  War  Department  General  Staff),  it  assented  to  the  principle  of  granting  the  AAF 
more  autonomy  and  set  forth  proposals  favored  by  the  Army  Air  Forces.  For 
example,  the  report  stated  that  the  Commanding  General,  AAF,  would  nominate 
about  fifty  percent  of  the  members  of  the  War  Department  General  and  Special 
Staff  divisions  from  Army  Air  Forces  personnel,  a  point  long  sought  by  the  AAF. 
The  report  additionally  stipulated  that  this  goal  would  be  reached  as  soon  as 
practicable."5 

According  to  the  report,  AAF  officers  could  be  required  to  serve  in  the  offices 
of  War  Department  Chiefs  of  Technical  and  Adminstrative  Services,  as  desired  by 
the  Commanding  General,  AAF,  and  by  arrangement  with  the  chiefs  of  these 
services.  Ideally,  the  Simpson  Board  said,  the  War  Department  should  be  regarded 
as  neither  “Ground”  nor  “Air,”  but  as  an  agency  which  serves  both.  Officers  with 
the  General  Staff,  Special  Staff,  and  technical  and  administrative  staffs  and 
services,  should  deal  with  broad  War  Department  functions,  not  with  the  interests 
of  a  particular  branch.116 

Turning  to  another  point  of  AAF  interest,  the  Simpson  report  stated  that  as 
Army  Service  Forces  functions  were  transferred  to  AAF,  a  commensurate  propor¬ 
tion  of  personnel  (performing  these  duties)  would  be  moved  to  the  Army  Air 
Forces.  Which  functions  and  how  many  troops  would  be  decided  by  the  War 
Department  after  reviewing  AAF  requirements.  The  report  added  that  Eisenhower 
wanted  the  AAF  to  have  just  those  technical  and  administrative  services  needed  for 
servicing  troops.  Hospitals  and  ports,  for  example,  would  be  run  by  the  Army.  So 
long  as  the  AAF  stayed  under  the  War  Department,  the  bulk  of  administrative  and 
technical  officers  would  be  furnished  to  the  AAF  by  the  technical  and  administra¬ 
tive  services.  When  the  AAF  became  a  separate  service,  there  would  have  to  be  a 
specific  quota  of  technical  and  administrative  officers  who  would  be  permanent 
members  of  the  Air  Force.  Further,  according  to  the  Simpson  Board, 

additional  increments  of  Regular  Officers  which  may  in  the  future  be  authorized  by 
Congtess  will  include  a  proportion,  to  be  later  determined,  of  promotion-list  technical 
and  administrative  officers  commissioned  in  the  Air  Corps,  to  provide  in  part  for 
eventual  complete  autonomy.  Also,  at  such  time  as  complete  autonomy  is  achieved,  it 
will  be  proper  and  necessary  to  transfer  an  appropriate  proportion  of  the  officers  of  the 
Technical  and  Administrative  Services  of  the  Army  to  the  autonomous  Army  Air 
Forces."7 

Transfers  of  nonrated  officers  to  the  Air  Corps — if  mutually  agreed  upon  by 
the  Commanding  General,  AAF,  the  Chiefs  of  Technical  and  Administrative 
Services,  and  the  individual  officers — would  still  be  approved.  Prior  to  Air  Force 
autonomy,  officers  of  the  technical  and  administrative  services  on  duty  with  the 
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AAF  would  remain  under  command  of  the  AAF  Commander.  The  Chiefs  of 
Technical  and  Administrative  Services  would  handle  the  long-range  career  plan¬ 
ning  of  these  officers.  For  proper  schooling  they  would  be  returned  periodically  to 
control  of  the  chiefs  of  services.  Also,  the  Simpson  Board  authorized  the  Com¬ 
manding  General.  AAF,  membership  on  the  technical  committees  of  the  technical 
services  in  numbers  the  AAF  Commander  felt  necessary  to  represent  the  interests 
of  the  Army  Air  Forces."1' 

The  AAF  attempt  to  win  control  of  antiaircraft  artillery  was  thwarted.*  The 
Simpson  Board  recommended  that  artillery  be  combined  under  Army  Ground 
Forces,  but  AAA  units  could  be  trained  and  attached  to  AAF  units.  Together  the 
Commanding  Generals,  Army  Ground  Forces  and  Army  Air  Forces,  would 
develop  tactics  for  AAA  when  used  by  the  AAF.  They  would  also  determine  the 
“technique  of  fire  at  aerial  targets,”  military  characteristics  of  weapons  and 
equipment,  and  tables  of  organization  and  equipment  for  AAA  units. 

In  advance  of  the  Simpson  report’s  actual  publication  in  April,  General  Spaatz 
(having  replaced  Arnold)  officially  forwarded  his  comments  to  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff.  Spaatz  knew  the  paramount  issue  was  whether  AAF 
would  be  coordinate  with  the  War  Department  General  Staff  or  Army  Ground 
Forces.  However,  since  Eisenhower  had  approved  the  AAF’s  being  placed  coequal 
with  AGF  Spaatz  commented  on  other  issues.  He  was  also  aware  of  statements  by 
General  Staff  officers  during  meetings  with  Air  Staff  members.  They  had  clearly 
said  that  if  the  AAF  failed  to  achieve  independence,  the  Air  Force  would  be  made 
equal  to  the  General  Staff  and  be  given  its  own  promotion  list.120 

Perhaps  foremost  in  Spaatz’  mind  was  the  status  of  the  AAF’s  medical 
service,  which  he  thought  would  be  weakened  by  the  Simpson  recommendations. 
He  objected  to  the  wording  in  the  report  that  The  Surgeon  General  would  exercise 
technical  and  administrative  supervision  and  inspection  of  subordinate  units  of  the 
medical  service  not  commanded  by  him  and  not  under  his  immediate  control. 
Spaatz  wanted  this  changed  to  read  that  the  Commanding  General,  AAF,  would 
exercise  “command  responsibility  for  all  medical  installations  and  units  of  the 
AAF  and  for  all  medical  personnel  assigned  to  the  AAF.”121 

The  board  agreed  with  Spaatz  and  defined  The  Surgeon  General's  major 
task — as  a  technical  officer  of  the  War  Department  and  chief  medical  officer  of  the 
Army — as  setting  Army  policies  for  hospitalization,  evacuation,  and  care  of  the 
sick  and  wounded.  Moreover,  based  on  Spaatz’  comment,  the  Simpson  Board 
stated  that  directives  would  be  issued  to  major  subordinate  commanders  under  the 
War  Department  “through  the  proper  channels  of  command,  and  not  directly  from 
the  Surgeon  General  to  the  corresponding  Medical  Staff  Officer  in  a  subordinate 
major  command.”122 


•However,  the  AAF  had  not  made  an  all-out  attempt  to  secure  control  of  the  antiaircraft  artillery 
mission  because  it  "did  not  want  to  antagonize  an  element  of  the  War  Department .  .  .  when  we  need 
every  friend  we  can  possibly  get  to  assist  in  pushing  over  unification  "  (Fourth  Meeting  of  Air  Board. 
Dec  3-4.  1946.  in  RG  340  (SAF).  Air  Bd  Interim  Rprts  and  Working  fttpers.  Box  15.  MMRB.  NA.) 
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The  Surgeon  General  would  command  ail  general  hospitals.  The  Command¬ 
ing  General.  AAF,  would  be  charged  with  determining  the  strength,  organization, 
composition,  equipment,  and  training  of  medical  units  assigned  to  the  AAF.  Also 
as  General  Spaatz  suggested,  the  regional  hospital  at  Coral  Gables,  Fla. ,  would  be 
redesignated  a  general  hospital  and  would  be  an  exempted  station.  This  would 
make  the  hospital  a  “specialized  hospital,”  for  admission  of  Air  Corps  personnel 
needing  hospitalization  and  convalescent  care  incident  to  their  tactical  mission.12' 

There  were  additional  advances  for  the  AAF  in  the  Simpson  report.  The 
Commanding  General,  AAF,  would  be  responsible  for  preparing  budget  estimates 
and  justifying  these  estimates  before  the  Budget  Advisory  Committee  of  the  War 
Department  and  other  appropriate  agencies.*  Money  for  operation  of  Army  Air 
Forces  and  for  procurement  of  special  items  for  the  AAF  would  be  allocated 
directly  to  AAF  headquarters  by  the  War  Department  budget  officer.  The  AAF 
would  also  be  represented  on  the  Communications  Advisory  Board.  Installation, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  the  Army  Airways  Communications  System  would 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  AAF  Commander.124 

The  Simpson  Board,  appointed  by  Army  Chief  of  Staff  Eisenhower  to 
succeed  the  Patch  Board,  established  the  basic  War  Department  structure  under 
which  the  AAF  would  remain  until  it  became  a  separate  service  in  September  1947. 


‘The  AAF  had  desired  to  be  represented  on  the  Budget  Advisory  Committee  itself.  This 
committee  (under  the  War  Department  budget  office)  reviewed  estimates  of  War  Department  agencies 
before  submitting  them  'o  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Without  a  representative  on  this  committee,  the 
AAF  had  no  assurance  that  its  needs  would  be  properly  considered.  Nor  could  it  make  direct  contact 
with  congressional  appropriations  committees,  several  of  which  had  made  decisions  adverse  to  AAF 
programs.  (Memo  to Lt.  Gen.  IraC.  Eaker,  by  Brig.  Gen.  L.  W.  Miller,  Ch.  Budget  &  Fiscal  Ofc,  AAF, 
subj:  Air  Force  Representation  Budget  Advisory  Committee  and  Committee  of  Congress.  Nov  29. 
1945.] 


Chapter  IV 


Organizing  the  Postwar  Air  Force 


To  reorganize  now  in  one  form  and  then  reorganize 
again  would  be  just  an  awful  lot  of  wasted  effort  and 
time. 


Gen.  Carl  A.  Spaatz, 
before  the  ftitch  Board. 

September  1945. 

For  the  Army  Air  Forces,  the  period  between  the  end  of  the  war  and  the  March 
1946  major  reorganization  was  extremely  hectic,  even  confusing.  The  AAF  leaders 
simultaneously  confronted  many  crucial  issues.  These  included  redeployment; 
demobilization;  determination  of  postwar  force  structure;  potential  impact  of  the 
atomic  bomb  on  forces  and  organization;  planning  future  research  and  develop¬ 
ment;  probable  reorganization  of  the  defense  establishment;  and  finally,  creation  of 
the  AAF’s  own  postwar  organization. 

General  Spaatz  identified  three  significant  steps  that  were  necessary  to  make 
the  postwar  Air  Force  an  effective  reality.  A  Department  of  National  Defense  had 
to  be  established,  in  which  the  Air  Force  would  achieve  parity  with  the  Army  and 
Navy.  The  AAF’s  major  commands  required  reorganization.  And  AAF  headquar¬ 
ters  needed  recasting  to  facilitate  policymaking. 

As  with  the  planning  for  70  groups,  the  events  leading  to  the  March  1946 
reorganization  began  before  the  war  ended.  With  the  successful  invasion  of  the 
European  continent  in  June  1944  and  the  surrender  of  Germany  in  May  1945.  Air 
Staff  planners  had  to  consider  organizational  changes  in  the  light  of  redeployment 
to  the  Pacific  and  conversion  to  B-29  very  heavy  bomb  units.  Also,  they  had 
constantly  to  bear  in  mind  and  plan  for  the  eventuality  of  a  separate  Air  Force. 

The  major  decision  to  be  made  concerned  the  most  effective  way  to  organize 
the  three  primary  missions —  strategic,  tactical,  and  air  defense.*  InJune  1945  the 


•These  missions  had  been  described  in  1943  in  War  Department  Field  Manual  100-20.  See  Chapter 
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newly  created  Headquarters  Continental  Air  Forces  (CAF)  began  to  assume  its 
responsibilities.  Continental  Air  Forces  was  engaged  in  redeployment  planning 
and  was  assigned  the  mission  of  air  defense  of  the  continental  United  States.  In 
addition,  CAF  concentrated  on  postwar  plans  to  form  a  strategic  air  reserve  and  to 
provide  tactical  air  support  to  Army  Ground  Forces  as  well  as  directing  units  to 
participate  in  potential  joint  training  with  the  Navy. 

During  1945,  Headquarters  Army  Air  Forces  was  intensely  involved  in 
postwar  organizational  planning.  Various  plans  were  studied.  Among  them  was  a 
proposal  for  a  separate  Training  Command  along  with  the  formation  of  an  Air 
Force  Combat  Command.  Another  plan  specified  that  Continental  Air  Forces 
retain  the  Training  Command  and  that  the  Combat  Command  consist  of  long-range 
heavy  bombers,  escort  fighters,  and  long-range  reconnaissance  aircraft.  This  plan 
contained  the  concept  of  a  global  striking  force.  This  idea  came  to  fruition  in 
January  1946  when  Lt.  Gen.  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg  proposed  a  global  atomic  striking 
force.  Vandenberg  stressed  that  such  a  force  should  be  based  in  the  United  States, 
ready  for  instant  deployment.  This  recommendation  was  approved  by  General 
Eaker. 

Moreover,  General  Spaatz  made  several  landmark  decisions.  In  January  1946, 
after  discussions  with  Army  Chief  of  Staff  General  Eisenhower,  Spaatz  decided  to 
create  three  major  combat  commands  (Strategic  Air  Command,  Tactical  Air 
Command,  and  Air  Defense  Command)  as  part  of  the  AAF’s  postwar  reorgan¬ 
ization.  This  move  was  influenced  by  Eisenhower’s  opinion  that  the  Army  required 
a  separate  tactical  air  force  to  support  its  ground  armies.  Also,  air  leaders  held  the 
view  that  if  the  AAF  failed  to  furnish  tactical  air  support,  the  Army  would  try  to 
secure  its  own  “integral”  air  units.  In  February  1946,  Spaatz  ordered  the  founding 
of  an  Air  Board  to  set  long-range  policy.  By  the  middle  of  1946,  the  Army  Air 
Forces’  postwar  reorganization  had  been  codified  by  War  Department  Circular  138. 
Likewise  in  1946,  Spaatz  directed  the  planning  in  the  newly-formed  Air  Board,  that 
would  eventually  bring  a  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  system  to  Air  Force  headquarters. 


Continental  Air  Forces 

Following  the  Allied  invasion  in  June  1944,  in  which  air  power  played  a 
crucial  role,  the  war  in  Europe  entered  its  final  phases.  Simultaneously,  the  United 
States  pressed  the  drive  against  the  Japanese  in  the  Pacific.  In  1944,  U.S.  forces 
landed  in  the  Mariana  Islands.  The  AAF  anticipated  having  bases  from  which  B-29 
very  long  range  bombers  could  strike  the  heart  of  Japan.  By  late  summer  of  1944, 
the  Marianas  were  being  prepared  for  the  arrival  of  the  first  B-29s.  These  events 
demanded  organizational  changes. 

In  August  1944,  Kuter  and  Maj.  Gen.  Howard  A.  Craig.  Assistant  Chief  of 
Air  Staff  for  Operations,  Commitments,  and  Requirements  (ACAS-3).  stressed 
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that  developments  in  Europe  and  the  Pacific  dictated  reorganization  of  continental 
(home  l  air  forces  to  resolve  expected  redeployment  problems  and  to  capitalize  on 
the  evolving  cutback  in  training.  Changes  were  also  essential  to  facilitate  con¬ 
version  of  heavy  bomb  groups  (B-I7.  B-24)  to  very  heavy  bomb  groups  (B-29). 
General  Craig  recommended  creation  of  a  Headquarters  Continental  Air  Com¬ 
mand  to  be  responsible  for  all  training,  distribution,  and  redeployment,  and  that 
Headquarters  Training  Command  be  abolished  with  its  personnel  being  used  to 
staff  Headquarters  Continental  AirCommand.  Also,  the  First,  Second.  Third,  and 
Fourth  Air  Forces,  the  Troop  Carrier  Command.  Eastern  Training  Command. 
Central  Training  Command,  Western  Training  Command,  and  Personnel  Distribu¬ 
tion  Command  should  be  placed  under  Headquarters  Continental  AirCommand.*1 

One  of  the  principal  problems  had  been  the  absence  of  training  standardiza¬ 
tion  in  the  home  air  forces;  this  could  be  remedied  by  putting  these  air  forces  under 
a  continental  command.  Other  chief  concerns  were  conversion  and  redeployment. 
Craig  thought  that  his  recommendations  were  flexible  enough  to  meet  redeploy¬ 
ment  needs.  His  plan  called  for  the  First  Air  Force  to  receive  and  organize  all  units 
arriving  from  the  European  theater.  The  Second  Air  Force  would  administer  the 
requisite  training  for  conversion  of  heavy  bomb  groups  to  very  heavy  bomb 
groups.  The  Fourth  Air  Force  would  process  and  dispatch  units  to  the  Pacific 
theater.  The  Third  Air  Force  would  be  charged  with  all  replacement  training 
which,  after  the  war,  would  be  at  a  low  level.2 

General  Arnold  agreed  with  his  staff  that  changes  were  required.  He  informed 
Marshall  that  the  Air  Staff  was  laboring  under  a  heavy  load  which  would  grow  even 
more  burdensome  with  redeployment  and  commencement  of  the  complex  task  of 
conversion.  He  therefore  advocated  to  Marshall  creation  of  a  Headquarters  Conti¬ 
nental  Air  Forces  at  Camp  Springs,  Md.  (near  Washington,  D.C.)  to  have  com¬ 
mand  over  the  four  continental  air  forces  and  the  Troop  Carrier  Command.  Arnold 
proposed  that  Headquarters  CAF  be  responsible  for  the  organization  and  training 
of  units  for  deployment  (or  redeployment)  overseas;  for  the  establishment  of  a 
continental  strategic  air  reserve;  for  the  supervision  of  joint  air-ground  training; 
and  for  the  air  defense  of  the  continental  United  States.' 

After  conferring  with  General  Marshall.  Lt.  Gen.  Thomas  T.  Handy.  Army 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  replied  to  Arnold.  He  concurred  in  the  Army  Air  Forces' 
setting  its  own  organization  and  thought  decentralization  was  a  good  idea.  Handy 
suggested,  however,  that  Training  Command  be  combined  with  the  proposed 
Continental  Air  Forces  ("the  primary  mission  of  the  Air  Forces  in  the  United  States 


•During  the  war.  the  continental  or  home  air  forces  were  primarily  responsible  for  training  and  air 
defense.  At  the  start  of  the  conflict,  the  First  Air  Force  was  assigned  to  the  F.astem  Defense  Command 
and  the  Fourth  Air  Force  to  the  Western  Defense  Command  The  Second  and  Third  Air  Forces  were 
responsible  for  unit  training.  By  September  1943  the  training  forces  were  better  than  twice  the  size,  in 
men  and  planes,  of  the  air  forces  engaged  in  air  defense.  On  September  1(1.  1443.  the  AAF  gained 
complete  control  of  the  First  and  Fourth  Air  Forces,  l.ater  on.  training  became  the  main  activity  of  the 
four  air  forces. 
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at  this  time  is  training”).  And  in  light  of  General  Marshall’s  desire  to  move 
personnel  out  of  Washington,  Headquarters  CAF  should  be  located  outside  of  the 
nation’s  capital.  The  Army  Deputy  Chief  further  questioned  the  future  relationship 
of  Headquarters  AAF  with  Headquarters  Continental  Air  Forces:  “I  have  the 
impression  that  considerable  difficulty  was  encountered  when  we  had  the  Army 
Air  Forces  Combat  Command  with  headquarters  at  Bolling  Field.”'*  Handy 
stressed  that  no  increase  in  the  troop  basis  would  be  approved  for  this 
reorganization. 

Arnold  admitted  that  he  had  seriously  considered  assigning  Training  Com¬ 
mand  to  the  Continental  Air  Forces.  Nevertheless,  Training  Command  had  the 
mission  of  training  individuals,  whereas  CAF  needed  to  integrate  these  people  into 
combat  crews  and  units.  Besides,  Continental  Air  Forces  would  have  to  retrain  and 
reequip  units  for  redeployment  or  for  assignment  to  the  strategic  reserve.  Regard¬ 
ing  Handy’s  point  about  a  potential  rise  in  personnel,  Arnold  responded  that 
Headquarters  Continental  Air  Forces  would  be  organized  at  Camp  Springs,  Md. 
without  enlarging  the  military  strength  of  the  Washington  area.1*  This  could  be 
done  by  trimming  the  size  of  Headquarters  Army  Air  Forces  and  by  transferring 
the  Fighter  Replacement  Training  Unit  at  Camp  Springs  out  of  the  Washington 
area.  Command  relationships  would  be  sound.  Headquarters  AAF  would  deal 
directly  with  Headquarters  CAF,  Training  Command,  the  AAF  Personnel  Dis¬ 
tribution  Command,  Air  Transport  Command  (ATC),  and  the  Air  Technical 
Service  Command.  Headquarters  Continental  Air  Forces  would  have  authority 
over  the  four  continental  air  forces  and  the  Troop  Carrier  Command.” 

On  November  17,  1944,  General  Marshall  approved  a  continental  Air  Forces 
and  on  December  15  the  Headquarters  Continental  Air  Forces  was  activated.’  Its 
responsibilities  were:  command  of  the  four  continental  air  forces,  1  Troop  Carrier 
Command,  and  all  units  assigned  to  them;  air  defense  of  the  continental  United 
States;  joint  air-ground  training;  organization  and  training  of  service  and  combat 
units  and  crews  for  deployment  or  redeployment  to  overseas  theaters;  supervision 
of  redeployment,  including  scheduling,  determination  of  aircraft  requirements, 
and  movement  of  units  to  staging  areas;  and  on  completion  of  redeployment, 
formation,  and  command  of  the  continental  strategic  reserve. * 

As  mentioned,  among  Arnold’s  reasons  for  setting  up  Headquarters  Conti¬ 
nental  Air  Forces  was  to  assist  in  redeployment  of  forces.*  It  was  likewise  probable 
that  for  postwar  organization  the  Commanding  General.  AAF.  envisioned  Conti¬ 
nental  Air  Forces  on  the  same  command  line  as  the  Army  Ground  Forces.  The  Air 
Staff  could  then  be  placed  on  a  par  with  the  War  Department  General  Staff,  all 
under  the  Chief  of  Staff.  In  April  1945  the  four  home  air  forces  and  the  Troop 


♦Between  May  and  August  1945.  under  the  so-called  "White  Plan."  more  than  5.400  aircraft  were 
flown  to  the  United  States  from  the  European  and  Mediterranean  theaters.  Also,  between  May  and  July, 
the  AAF's  "Green  Project"  returned  over  100.000  military  and  civilian  passengers  from  Europe  and  the 
Mediterranean  by  AirTransport  Command  aircraft.  [Chauncey  E.  Sanders.  Redeployment  und Demobi¬ 
lization  (USAF  Hist  Study  77.  Maxwell  AFB.  Ala..  1953).  pp  46-57. ] 
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Carrier  Command  were  formally  assigned  to  Headquarters  CAF,  although  the 
latter  did  not  assume  its  full  responsibilities  until  June.M  As  with  Twentieth  Air 
Force,  Arnold  himself  retained  control  of  Continental  Air  Forces,  appointing  Maj. 
Gen.  St.  Clair  Streett  as  Deputy  Commanding  General, CAF.  So  in  reality  General 
Arnold  now  had  two  major  entities  doing  postwar  planning,  the  Air  Staff  and 
Headquarters  Continental  Air  Forces. 

Nonetheless,  at  war’s  end,  CAF  found  itself  confronted  with  the  immediate 
and  tremendous  task  of  demobilization.  After  V-J  Day,  it  became  apparent  in 
August  1945  that  the  separation  centers  operated  by  Army  Service  Forces  could  not 
handle  the  volume  of  personnel  waiting  to  be  processsed.  Consequently,  at 
Arnold’s  direction,  the  Continental  Air  Forces  in  September  1945  built  a  network 
of  twenty-seven  separation  centers.  In  late  October  this  number  rose  to  forty-three. 
By  December  1945,  500,000  personnel  had  been  separated.  In  the  middle  of 
January  1946,  the  number  of  centers  was  reduced  to  nine,  processing  2,800  daily. 
A  total  of  734,715  had  been  separated  when  the  AAF’s  demobilization  program 
terminated  on  February  20,  1946. 10  Brig.  Gen.  Leon  W.  Johnson,  Chief,  Personnel 
Services  Division,  noted  in  late  1945:  “We  didn’t  demobilize;  we  merely  fell 
apart ....  we  lost  many  records  of  all  the  groups  and  units  that  operated  during  the 
war  because  there  was  no  one  to  take  care  of  them.  So,  it  was  not  an  orderly 
demobilization  at  all.  It  was  just  a  riot,  really.”*11 

In  June  1945,  Maj.  Gen.  Donald  Wilson  and  Brig.  Gen.  Byron  E.  Gates  of  the 
Air  Staff  had  proposed  that  Continental  Air  Forces  activate  two  air  defense 
commands  with  the  same  boundaries  as  the  two  remaining  wartime  defense 
commands.  These  would  act  as  receiving  and  training  agencies  for  fighter  groups, 
aircraft  warning  and  control  units,  and  antiaircraft  artillery  units  returning  from 
Europe.  They  would  train  National  Guard  and  Reserve  troops  in  AAA  and  aircraft 
control  and  warning.12  Wilson  and  Gates  asserted  that,  since  the  Air  Staff  now 
regarded  air  defense  as  relatively  unimportant  compared  to  early  in  the  war,  the 
emphasis  within  the  two  commands  would  be  rescue  and  flight  control. 

Continental  Air  Forces  rejected  this  plan  as  being  premature.  It  opposed 
investing  in  World  War  II  air  defense  equipment,  recommending  that  the  AAF 
concentrate  on  developing  equipment  to  locate  and  track  missiles  like  those  the 
Germans  launched  against  Britain.  In  addition,  CAF  questioned  the  idea  of 
establishing  commands  which  would  be  subordinated  to  ground  commanders.11  In 
lieu  of  focusing  on  air  defense  restructuring,  CAF  was  chiefly  concerned  with 
creating  a  strategic  reserve  to,  among  other  missions,  furnish  tactical  air  units  to 
support  the  Army  Ground  Forces.  Meanwhile,  General  Streett  knew  that  General 
Arnold  was  weighing  an  Air  Staff  proposal  to  set  up  a  strategic  air  force  separate 
from  and  on  line  with  Continental  Air  Forces. 


•General  Johnson  won  the  Medal  of  Honor  for  his  exploits  in  the  Ploesti  raid.  As  for  demobiliza¬ 
tion.  the  AAF  reached  a  peak  of  2,411,294  military  personnel  in  March  1944.  By  December  31.  1945. 
this  had  been  reduced  to  888,769.  In  March  1946  the  figure  had  shrunk  to  500,472  and  to  a  postwar  low 
of  303,614  in  May  1947. 
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AAF  Personnel  Services 
Chief,  Brig,  Gen.  Leon  W. 
Johnson  criticized  the  demo¬ 
bilization  as  inefficient  and 
disorderly. 


Strategic  Striking  Force 

In  the  summer  of  1945,  the  War  Department  directed  the  AAF  to  form  a 
strategic  or  General  Reserve  of  air  units  to  support  the  Army’s  overall  strategic 
reserve  consisting  of  ground  and  air  units.  Based  in  the  United  States,  these  air 
forces  in  the  General  Reserve  would  n  ove  overseas  quickly  in  an  emergency.  They 
would  reinforce  occupation  forces  in  Europe  and  Asia,  form  a  combat  force 
overseas  if  required,  and  help  maintain  internal  security  in  the  United  States  and  its 
possessions.14  Thus,  the  General  Reserve  would  largely  be  used  for  tactical 
support  of  the  Army  Ground  Forces.  By  mid-September  1946  these  mobile 
Reserve  units  and  their  support  elements  would  be  trained  and  equipped  to  high 
combat  efficiency.  The  commanders  of  the  A  AF’s  major  combat  commands  would 
inform  the  AAF  Commander  of  the  units  designated  for  the  General  Reserve.15 

The  size  of  the  strategic  reserve  had  fluctuated.  In  early  1945  th«'  Joint  Chiefs 
had  authorized  a  continental  United  States  strategic  reserve  of  as  many  as  twenty- 
nine  AAF  groups  and  additional  separate  squadrons.  During  late  July  1945, 
General  Arnold  sanctioned  an  AAF  Continental  United  States  (CONUS)  reserve  of 
thirteen  groups — two  heavy  bomb,  two  medium  bomb,  five  fighter,  three  troop 
carrier,  and  one  reconnaissance.16  The  AAF  troop  basis  was  amended  in  early 
August  to  reflect  this  thirteen-group  strategic  reserve. 
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In  the  aftermath  of  V-J  Day, 
Army  separation  centers  were 
flooded  with  personnel  anx¬ 
ious  to  return  home  (below). 
To  meet  the  demand,  the  Con¬ 
tinental  Air  Forces  set  up  addi- 
tional  separation  centers 
around  the  country  (right). 
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Shortly  thereafter,  on  September  8,  1945,  the  War  Department  approved  a 
Strategic  Striking  Force  to  be  kept  in  the  United  States  as  part  of  the  General 
Reserve.  Units  would  be  picked  for  this  force.  Besides  the  SSF,  Army  Air  Forces 
would  specify  units  to  be  deployed  overseas  and  others  to  be  retained  in  the  United 
States  for  training.17  From  September  1945  on,  the  AAF  constantly  changed  the 
composition  of  the  striking  force,  adding  and  deleting  units  as  required  depending 
on  which  ones  were  being  returned  from  overseas  or  were  being  inactivated.  Also 
in  September,  additional  tactical  units  were  moved  to  the  SSF  since  two  armies 
would  be  retained  in  the  CONUS  and  the  AAF  would  have  to  furnish  a  tactical  air 
command  for  each.18  On  November  17  the  War  Department  ordered  that  units  of 
the  Strategic  Striking  Force  should  henceforth  be  considered  and  designated  as 
General  Reserve. 19  By  the  close  of  1945,  five  very  heavy  bomb  groups  had  been 
assigned  to  the  General  Reserve,  including  the  40th,  444th,  and  509th,  comprising 
the  58th  Very  Heavy  Bomb  Wing.*20 

Plans  had  also  been  devised  to  put  the  striking  force  under  an  Air  Force 
Combat  Command.  In  December  1945,  Col.  Robert  O.  Cork,  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Plans  (ACAS-5),  presented  two  plans  to  the  newly 
appointed  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Reorganization  of  the  Army  Air  Forces.  The  first 
suggested  a  separate  Training  Command  with  an  Air  Force  Combat  Command 
replacing  the  Continental  Air  Forces.  The  second  recommended  that  CAF  keep  the 
Training  Command  with  the  AFCC  having  long-range  heavy  bombers,  escort 
fighters,  and  long-range  reconnaissance.21 

Another  proposal  put  forward  for  the  Air  Force  Combat  Command  reflected 
the  concept  of  Col.  Reuben  C.  Moffat,  now  head  of  the  Special  Planning  Division 
and  a  member  of  the  ad  hoc  committee.  In  presenting  his  plan  for  a  Combat 
Command,  he  said  that  “such  an  organization  must  be  prepared  to  move.  .  . 
tactical  organizations  to  bases  throughout  the  continental  United  States,  the 
territories  and  possessions  in  order  that  the  responsible  commander  under  a  system 
of  unified  command  may  have  a  striking  force  competent  to  meet  the  trend  of 
international  relations.”22 

Colonel  Moffat  pointed  out  that  if  all  long-range  very  heavy  bombers  were 
permanently  assigned  to  continental  U.S.  commands  and  the  theaters,  there  would 
be  insufficient  flexibility  for  the  AAF  to  carry  out  its  mission.  The  theaters  and 
Continental  Air  Forces  should  have  ample  units  to  assure  the  air  defense  of  these 
areas.  These  units  would  be  equipped  with  interceptor  and  night  fighters,  perime¬ 
ter  reconnaissance  aircraft,  and  planes  to  support  ground  and  naval  forces.  The  Air 
Force  Combat  Command,  reporting  directly  to  the  AAF  Commander,  could  move 
a  striking  force  of  sufficient  size  anywhere  to  assist  units  in  specific  regions.21 

The  AFCC  would  encompass  all  units  of  the  Strategic  or  General  Reserve  in 
the  continental  United  States.  Movement  of  these  units  would  be  the  task  of  the 
Combat  Command.  In  peacetime,  this  striking  force  would  be  controlled  by  the 


*Each  group  consisted  of  four  squadrons. 
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area  or  theater  commander  (after  movement)  for  training  or  in  anticipation  of 
hostilities.  During  war,  this  force  would  become  an  integral  part  of  the  theater 
commander's  forces.  This,  said  Moffat,  was  the  concept  of  unified  command  as 
developed  during  the  war.  He  urged  that  Continental  Air  Forces  take  in  the  Air 
Force  Training  Command  and  be  charged  with  training  National  Guard,  Reserve, 
and  tactical  units  to  support  ground  and  naval  forces,  air  defense,  and  perimeter 
reconnaissance . 24* 

Meantime,  following  the  end  of  the  war,  the  AAF  leadership  at  once  began 
concerted  thinking  about  the  potential  effects  of  the  atomic  bomb  on  strategy, 
organization,  and  force  structure.  To  look  into  this  matter.  General  Arnold  directed 
formation  of  the  Spaatz  Board  (comprising  Spaatz,  Vandenberg,  and  Norstad). 
The  board’s  report  of  October  1945  recommended  that  the  AAF  exploit  atomic 
technology  to  the  utmost,  and  that  “an  officer  of  the  caliber  of  Maj.  Gen.  Curtis  E. 
LeMay  ”  be  made  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Research  and  Development.  The  board 
concluded  that  the  atomic  bomb  did  not  call  for  a  change  in  the  current  size, 
organization,  and  composition  of  the  postwar  Air  Force.25 

Coincident  with  issuance  of  the  Spaatz  Board  report,  a  stur’v  by  the  Joint 
Strategic  Survey  Committee  of  the  JCS  concluded  that,  when  other  nations  got  the 
atomic  bomb.  United  States  security  would  be  greatly  impaired.  The  Soviet  Union 
was  identified  as  a  potential  enemy.  Inasmuch  as  its  industrial  and  population 
centers  were  strung  out  over  vast  areas,  the  United  States  needed  a  network  of 
overseas  bases.  The  committee  set  the  American  atomic  lead  at  about  five  years.  To 
keep  this  advantage,  it  recommended  American  or  allied  control  of  the  major 
sources  of  uranium  and  acceleration  of  U.S.  scientific  research  and  development. 
Further,  the  committee  advocated  accrual  of  an  adequate  atomic  stockpile  and  a 
policy  of  the  strictest  secrecy  in  the  atomic  bomb  program.  This  meant  refusal  to 
give  atomic  information  to  any  nation  or  international  organization.  Finally, 
conventional  weapons  would  still  be  needed.  The  committee  saw  no  reason  for 
major  modification  of  the  military  organization.26 

General  LeMay,  Deputy  Chief  of  Air  Staff  for  Research  and  Development, 
had  also  been  thinking  about  the  A-bomb.  In  January  1946,  the  War  Department 
Equipment  Board,  pondering  the  results  of  the  atomic  revolution,  called  LeMay  to 
testify.  Atomic  weapons,  he  said,  changed  basic  military  concepts.  The  nation 
would  not  have  time  to  mobilize  once  war  began.  An  atomic  attack  would  be 
impossible  to  stop.  “Our  only  defense,”  he  stressed,  “is  a  striking  power  in  being 
of  such  size  that  it  is  capable  of  delivering  a  stronger  blow  than  any  of  our  potential 
enemies.”27  He  was  certain  that  conventional  bombs  would  be  needed  against 
dispersed  industrial  targets. 

At  the  same  time,  General  Vandenberg  advised  maintaining  in  the  United 
States  a  global  atomic  striking  force  in  constant  readiness,  poised  for  instant 
deployment.  In  early  January  1946,  Vandenberg  drafted  a  detailed  plan,  approved 


‘Colonel  Moffat,  long  active  in  postwar  planning,  died  on  May  18,  1946. 
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by  Eaker,  for  a  force,  "sufficient  in  size,  to  fully  exploit  the  expected  availability 
and  effectiveness  of  new  bombardment  weapons  including  the  atomic  bomb.’--’" 
Manned  by  the  best  personnel ,  this  striking  force  would  employ  the  most  advanced 
aircraft  and  equipment.  Moreover,  elements  of  the  force  should  be  located  near  the 
Manhattan  Engineer  District’s  (MED’s)  assembly  and  storage  area  at  Albuquer¬ 
que,  N.Mex. ,  to  ensure  close  coordination  with  the  bomb  manufacturing,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  assembly  center.29 

General  Vandenberg  wanted  the  509th  Bomb  Group  to  be  the  nucleus  of  the 
Atomic  Air  Force.  Having  returned  from  the  Pacific,  the  509th  was  now  at  Roswell 
Army  Air  Field,  N.Mex.  There  should  be  a  single  agency,  said  Vandenberg,  to 
direct  the  AAF’s  atomic  units  and  to  establish  and  maintain  the  strategic  striking 
force.  He  accordingly  pressed  for  a  wing  organization  consisting  of  Headquarters 
58th  Wing  and  three  VHB  groups,  the  40th,  444th,  and  509th.  This  organization 
should  be  a  standard  very  heavy  bomb  wing,  augmented  by  personnel  and  units  for 
handling  atomic  bombs.  It  could  deploy  one  or  more  of  its  groups.  The  wing 
headquarters  would  take  care  of  training,  technical  support,  and  liaison  with  the 
Manhattan  Engineer  District.10 

General  Norstad,  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Plans,  believed  that  ideally  the 
atomic  force  should  include  the  AAF’s  standard  units  supplemented  by  special 
personnel  and  equipment.  Still,  it  would  be  impossible  to  move  personnel  and 
equipment  among  all  of  the  VHB  units.  He  agreed  with  Vandenberg  that  one  basic 
unit  should  exploit  the  atomic  bomb.  Such  a  unit  demanded  highly  trained  people. 
Norstad  underscored  the  importance  of  communicating  to  the  War  Department  and 
the  Congress  that  the  existence  of  the  atomic  bomb  did  not  mean  that  whole 
portions  of  the  AAF  could  be  abolished.  The  single  atomic  wing,  Norstad  insisted, 
was  chiefly  a  mobile  striking  force.  Its  personnel  would  be  rotated  for  training. 
"The  individual  components,”  he  said,  “would  be  used  as  part  of  the  VHB 
striking  force.”31  Vandenberg  added  that  the  limited  projected  troop  basis  would 
allow  just  three  groups  of  four  squadrons  each,  one  squadron  having  atomic- 
modified  B-29s.  Conceivably,  each  VHB  group  might  ultimately  contain  at  least 
one  squadron  that  could  deliver  the  atomic  bomb.12 

Col.  John  G.  Moore,  Deputy  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Materiel,  recom¬ 
mended  to  Eaker  that  solely  a  single  standard  wing,  without  a  special  atomic 
designator,  be  organized  at  this  time.  He  deemed  it  easier  to  obtain  funds  for 
equipping  a  small  unit  and  keeping  it  ready,  than  to  try  to  equip  all  units.  When 
atomic  bombs  became  more  plentiful,  more  units  could  be  converted.11  Moore 
suggested  there  were  many  targets  not  calling  for  the  atomic  bomb.  Therefore,  the 
AAF  would  still  have  to  stockpile  the  standard  bombs  that  had  been  so  effective 
during  the  war.34 

Brig.  Gen.  John  A.  Samford,  Deputy  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff  for 
Intelligence,  agreed  that  a  specific  wing  should  be  made  the  atomic  wing.  He 
cautioned,  however,  that  a  term  like  “atomic  bombing  force”  should  be  avoided: 
"The  missions  of  the  wing  should  include  the  development  of  practices  and 
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organization  that  will  permit  the  easiest  possible  adaptation  of  any  similar  bom¬ 
bardment  wing  to  the  task  of  atomic  bombing.”'5  Should  a  wing  be  designated  as 
“atomic,”  Samford  thought  it  would  be  “vulnerable  to  control  by  interests  whose 
proper  authority  over  atomic  matters  may  be  completely  foreign  to  the  use  of 
atomic  energy  as  a  weapon.”'ft  The  best  tactic,  then,  would  be  to  designate  this 
wing  as  a  Bomb  Wing  (Special).'7 

In  June  1946,  Headquarters  AAF  approved  the  role  of  the  58th  Bomb  Wing  as 
the  first  unit  of  the  atomic  strike  force.  The  wing’s  mission,  adopted  from  SAC’s, 
was  “to  be  capable  of  immediate  and  sustained  very  long  range  offensive  opera¬ 
tions  in  any  part  of  the  world,  either  independently  or  in  cooperation  with  land  and 
naval  forces,  utilizing  the  latest  and  most  advanced  weapons.”'*  In  addition  the 
58th  Wing  would  help  the  Manhattan  Engineer  District  conduct  tests,  when 
appropriate,  as  well  as  handle  AAF  liaision  with  MED  on  atomic  matters.* 

In  general  the  AAF’s  atomic  program  had  been  slow  to  evolve  due  to 
redeployment  and  demobilization  problems  after  the  war.  The  Air  Staff  had  been 
occupied  with  postwar  organization  planning,  while  the  58th  Bomb  Wing  (Brig. 
Gen.  Roger  M.  Ramey,  Commander)  was  caught  up  in  the  “Crossroads”  atomic 
tests.'9 

At  the  same  time  that  the  AAF  planned  its  atomic  striking  force,  Maj.  Gen. 
Leslie  R.  Groves,  MED  head,  wrote  a  memorandum  clarifying  his  thinking  about 
the  impact  of  the  atomic  bomb  on  military  organization  and  strategy.  Groves 
thought  it  unlikely  that  the  world’s  major  nations  would  reach  an  arms  control 
agreement.  Should  this  prediction  materialize,  the  United  States  must  keep  its 
supremacy  in  atomic  weapons  for  immediate  use  in  the  event  of  an  atomic  attack. 40 
Like  many  military  leaders  and  governmental  officials,  Groves  played  up  the 
importance  of  the  United  States  having  a  worldwide  intelligence  network. 

Groves  was  skeptical  of  the  War  Department’s  postwar  mobilization  plan¬ 
ning.  He  wrote  that  in  an  all-out  war,  with  atomic  weapons  used  on  one  or  both 
sides,  there  would  not  be  time  to  mobilize,  train,  and  equip  a  large  army.  Yet,  he 
argued  that  the  atomic  bomb  was  not  an  all-purpose  weapon:  “One  would  not  use  a 
pile-driver  for  driving  tacks  when  a  tack  hammer  would  do  a  better  and  cheaper 
job.”41  He  opposed  relying  exclusively  on  the  atomic  bomb.  Balanced  military 
forces  were  required,  able  to  react  instantaneously.42 

Meanwhile,  the  Army  Air  Forces  was  unhappy  over  its  arrangements  with  the 
Manhattan  Engineer  District.  General  LeMay  wished  to  take  from  MED  the 
responsibility  for  procurement,  storage,  assembly,  and  transportation  of  the  atom¬ 
ic  bomb.  This  would  leave  the  district  with  the  missions  of  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  and  fabrication  and  delivery  to  the  AAF  of  components  manufactured  by 
MED.43  In  LeMay’s  view,  the  split  responsibility  between  the  AAF  and  MED 


•Liaison  on  policies  pertaining  to  potential  use  of  the  atomic  bomb  and  to  atomic  information 
would  in  time  be  transferred  to  the  Air  Materiel  Command.  This  would  be  done  after  SAC  had  elicited 
sufficient  atomic  information  to  enable  it  eventually  to  employ  the  bomb,  if  need  be. 
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violated  the  principle  of  unity  of  command.  This  issue  would  become  more 
troublesome  in  the  future  as  the  AAF  gained  even  more  autonomy.44 


Postwar  Organization  of  Major  Commands 

The  previously  mentioned  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Reorganization  of  the  Army 
Air  Forces  was  established  by  Eaker  on  December  11,  1945,  to  examine  postwar 
organization  and  missions.*  At  the  start  the  committee  members  differed,  among 
other  things,  on  the  proposed  functions  of  the  Combat  Command,  Strategic 
Striking  Force,  Continental  Air  Forces,  and  Training  Command.4'  Committee 


’Members  of  the  committee  were:  Col.  Reuben  C.  Moffat,  Plans  (A-5),  steering  member;  Col. 
Bourne  Adkison,  Training  and  Operations  (A- 3);  Col.  Robert  E.  L.  Eaton,  Personnel  (A-l);  Col.  Harris 
B.  Hull.  Intelligence  (A-2);Col.  JohnG.  Salsman,  Supply  (A-4);  Col.  J.  B.  HilJ.  Air  Judge  Advocate's 
Office;  Lt.  Col.  William  P.  Berkeley,  Plans;  Col.  Keith  K.  Compton,  Continental  Air  Forces;  Brig. 
Gen.  Glen  C.  Jamison.  Deputy  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  Plans,  monitoring  the  study's  development; 
and  Maj.  C.  F.  Byars,  Plans,  recorder. 
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members  also  disagreed  on  how  to  set  up  the  technical  services.  The  Assistant 
Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Supply,  advocated  a  functional  staff  structure  with  little 
visibility  for  the  technical  services,  such  as  ordnance,  engineers,  quartermaster, 
and  chemical  warfare.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff. 
Personnel,  recommended  a  semicorps  or  service-type  structure  in  which  spe¬ 
cialized  activities  would  be  represented  by  special  staff  agencies  through  the 
command  up  to  the  top.  The  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Plans,  also  favored 
representation  by  special  staff  agencies.46  Unable  to  concur  on  command  struc¬ 
ture,  the  committee  forwarded  several  alternatives  to  Eaker  for  possible  approval  .47 

In  early  January  1946,  General  Spaatz  approved  one  of  the  recommended 
organizations  for  planning  purposes.  With  minor  revisions,  this  plan  could  have 
been  appropriate  to  any  of  the  conceivable  plans  for  reorganizing  the  national 
defense  structure,  including  a  single  department  with  coequal  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force.  General  Norstad  saw  the  plan  as  a  compromise  between  the  views  of  Air 
Staff  members.  Designed  for  70  groups,  it  could  be  adapted  to  any  size  force  if  the 
major  missions  remained  the  same.48  Under  this  suggested  compromise,  there 


The  development  of  the  atomic  force  raised  many  issues  for  postwar  planners.  In  the 
early  stages  of  atomic  testing,  AAF  observers  (left  to  right)  Brig.  Gen.  William  F. 
McKee,  Maj.  General  Curtis  LeMay  and  Maj.  Gen.  Earle  E.  Partridge  confer  over  a 
scale  model  of  Bikini  Atoll.  The  AAF  participated  in  the  tests  as  part  of  the  Joint  Army- 
Navy  Task  Force, 


PLANNING  &  ORGANIZING  THE  POSTWAR  AIR  FORCE 


were  the  Air  Force  Combat  Command,  comprising  the  strategic,  tactical,  and  air 
defense  forces;  the  Air  Technical  Service  Command;  the  Air  Transport  Command; 
and  the  Training  Command.41'  Norstad  said  the  relationship  between  theater  air 
commands  and  AAF  headquarters  “is  designated  by  a  dotted  line  to  indicate  the 
administrative,  logistical,  training  and  tactical  supervision  exercised  by  the  Com¬ 
manding  General,  AAF.  Dependent  upon  the  organization  of  the  military  services, 
this  line  may  in  some  cases  be  solid  to  indicate  command  and  complete  control.”'” 

Despite  the  recommendations  of  the  ad  hoc  committee.  Eisenhower  and 
Spaatz  convened  definitive  discussions  on  the  subject  of  tactical  air  support.  As 
mentioned.  General  Eisenhower  had  become  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in  November 
1945.  Even  though  General  Arnold  would  not  retire  until  February  1946,  Spaatz 
had  shouldered  important  portions  of  Arnold’s  workload  since  November,  when 
the  AAF  Commander,  in  ill  health,  announced  to  the  Air  Staff  that  he  would  be 
retiring.  In  fact,  between  November  1945  and  February  1946,  Spaatz  spearheaded 
the  AAF  drive  for  unification  and  a  separate  Air  Force.  On  November  14.  1945. 
Arnold  had  directed  Eaker  to  give  Spaatz  the  job  of  determining  the  permanent 
status  of  the  Army  Air  Forces.51  Thus,  until  Spaatz  succeeded  Arnold  in  February, 
he  would  function  officially  as  his  deputy.  As  architect  of  AAF  plans  pointing  to 
permanent  status,  Spaatz  would  keep  in  close  touch  with  the  War  Department  and 
of  course  could  call  on  any  Air  Staff  office  for  assistance.5’ 

Tactical  air  support  of  Army  Ground  Forces  was  one  of  the  most  important 
and  pressing  postwar  issues  facing  the  Army  Air  Forces.  As  noted,  the  ad  hoc 
committee  in  December  1945  was  studying  formation  of  an  Air  Force  Combat 
Command,  embracing  the  AAF’s  strategic,  tactical,  and  air  defense  forces.  Also,  a 
proposal  to  lodge  all  combat  air  power  in  the  Continental  Air  Forces  had  been 
weighed.  General  Arnold  knew  that  the  Army’s  ground  forces  would  conduct 
postwar  training  maneuvers  in  which  tactical  air  support  would  be  required  When 
Eaker  had  set  the  70-group  goal  in  late  August  1945,  he  had  also  approved  for 
planning  purposes  an  Air  Staff  proposal  that  light  and  medium  bomber  and  certain 
fighter  groups  be  formed  into  a  model  tactical  air  force  acceptable  to  the  Army 
Ground  Forces. 55  Army  ground  commanders  deemed  air  superiority  crucial  to  the 
success  of  the  ground  forces.54  Leaders  of  the  AAF  of  course  agreed  with  AGF 
commanders  that  tactical  experience  in  World  War  II  had  shown  that  ground  troops 
must  move  under  the  cover  of  air  superiority. 

In  the  meantime,  CAF  headquarters  recommended  to  Arnold  that  the  First 
Air  Force  be  made  into  an  “operational”  air  force  composed  of  two  tactical  air 
commands.  The  First’s  training  function  would  then  be  split  among  the  other  three 
continental  air  forces.55  Aware  of  the  proven  importance  of  tactical  air  support, 
Maj.  Gen.  Samuel  E.  Anderson,  Chief  of  Staff,  Continental  Air  Forces,  pointed 
out  to  Arnold  that  the  Army  Ground  Forces  had  advocated  support  aviation  within 
their  own  units.  The  AGF  had  argued  that  Army  Air  Forces  had  given  low  priority 
to  equipping  and  training  units  designed  to  support  ground  operations.  Hence,  to 
preserve  its  tactical  mission,  Anderson  emphasized,  the  AAF  should  create  a 
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(Right)  Stressing  the  importance 
of  tactica1  operations  in  future  op¬ 
erations,  Brig.  Gen.  William  F. 
McKee  recommended  forming 
two  tactical  air  commands,  one  to 
service  the  Army  Ground  Forces 
and  a  second  to  train  AAF 
personnel. 


Maj.  Gen.  Samuel  A.  Anderson  (left)  with  Brig.  Gen.  Edwin  J.  Backus  in  France.  I94S 
After  the  war.  General  Anderson  served  as  Chief  of  Staff  for  Continental  Air  Forces  and 
became  a  strong  advocate  for  strengthening  tactical  air  support  capabilities  w  ithin  Army 
Air  Forces. 
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headquarters  at  Air  Force  level  to  administer  air-ground  and  joint  training 
operations.'6 

In  August  1945,  General  Vandenberg  endorsed  the  proposition  that  one  of  the 
four  numbered  airforces  be  redesignated  and  consist  of  two  tactical  air  commands. 
Brig.  Gen.  William  F.  McKee.  Deputy  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff  for  Operations, 
proposed  in  late  October  that  this  tactical  air  force  be  integrated  in  the  AAF's 
postwar  plan.  The  AAF  view  was  that  “new  developments  may  change  the 
employment  of  Tactical  Air  Forces,  but  cannot  diminish  its  necessity.  Whenever 
AGF  units  are  employed,  cooperating  tactical  air  units  are  necessary.'"'  However, 
the  Army  Air  Forces  expressed  concern  lest  the  AGF  establish  organic  air  units. 
The  AAF  therefore  acted  on  the  assumption  that,  if  AGF  postwar  tactical  air 
requirements  were  not  met,  the  AGF  would  try  to  satisfy  them  on  its  own.*  The 
proposed  tactical  air  force  would  meet  AGF  needs.  McKee  recommended  that  the 
first  or  “model"  Tactical  Air  Command  be  organized  at  full  strength.  It  would 
support  the  AGF's  proposed  mobile  striking  army  and  would  be  ready  for  immedi¬ 
ate  action  in  event  of  an  emergency.  The  second  or  “skeleton"  command  should  be 
formed  at  reduced  strength.  The  skeleton  command  would  be  a  training  TAC.  to 
relieve  the  model  TAC  from  the  responsibility  for  training  with  the  AGF  in  joint 
Army-Navy  exercises.'* 

Agreeing  in  principle  with  McKee,  Colonel  Moffat  said  that  his  Post  War 
Division  had  included  a  tactical  Air  Force  headquarters  in  its  plan  for  organization 
of  a  permanent  Air  Force.  Moffat  assumed  that  such  a  headquarters  would  be 
sufficiently  flexible  to  accommodate  one  or  more  “skeletonized"  Tactical  Air 
Commands. 5<)  Nevertheless,  he  noted  that  the  plan  for  a  70-group  Air  Force  with 
400,000  men  would  force  all  units  to  be  only  at  half-strength  at  best.60 

But  McKee  believed  the  model  Tactical  Air  Command  would  be  organized  at 
full  strength  with  all  the  requisite  elements  for  air-ground  operations.  McKee's 
idea  was  to  make  the  model  TAC  highly  mobile  to  meet  the  Army's  ground  force 
needs.  The  model  command  would  be  a  fully  trained  striking  force  set  for  instant 


*Maj.  Gen.  Elwood  R  Quesada.  commanding  general  of  the  IX  Tactical  Air  Command  during 
World  War  II  (who  would  become  CG.  Tactical  Air  Command,  in  March  1946).  held  what  was  a 
common  view  among  the  AAF  leadership  in  the  postwar  period.  "There  is  a  strong  tendency  w  ithin  the 
Army— in  my  mind,  the  Army  and  Ground  Forces  are  the  same — to  gain  control  and  command  of 
tactical  air  forces.  .  .  I've  learned  that  through  my  close  association  with  Devcrs  |Gcn  Jacob  L. 
Devers.  CG,  Army  Ground  Forces)  and  his  Army  commanders,  corps  commanders  and  division 
commanders.  They  have  picked  up  very  cleverly  our  own  suggestion.  The  Navy  should  continue 
control  of  its  carrier-based  aircraft  to  support  fleet  operations.  So  they,  likewise,  say  that  the  Army 
should  have  control  of  its  tactical  air  forces  to  support  land  operations.  '  |  Fourth  Meeting  of  the  Air 
Board.  Dec  3-4.  1946.  p  185.  in  RG  340.  SAF.  Air  Bd  Mtgs.  Box  16.  MMB.|  Interestingly.  General 
Kenney  (to  be  CG,  Strategic  Air  Command),  did  not  even  like  to  use  the  words  "tactical  '  and 
"strategic."  He  thought  that  all  types  of  aircraft  and  air  organizations  could  do  both  kinds  of  missions. 
He  felt  that  to  divide  AAF  organizations  into  tactical  and  strategic  was  to  help  the  Army  in  its  attempts  to 
obtain  an  "integral "  airforce.  Kenney  noted  that  some  ground  officers  compared  tactical  air  to  artillery 
[Memo  for  Gen.  Arnold  fr  Lt.  Gen  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg,  ACAS-3.  subj:  Daily  Activity  Report  of  the 
AC/AS-3.  Aug  11.  1945,  in  RG  18.  A  AG  .319  I.OC&R.  1945.  Box  369:  Fourth  Meeting  of  Air  Board. 
Dec  3-4.  1946.  p  179. ) 
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action.  The  skeleton  TAC  would  be  organized  at  reduced  strength  to  be  used  chiefly 
as  a  training  command.  It  would  in  addition  give  technical  training  to  aircraft 
control  and  warning  personnel. hl  Though  approved  in  August  1945.  this  plan  was 
not  implemented.  The  surrender  of  Japan  caused  the  Air  Staff  to  forego  immediate 
organizational  changes  and.  along  with  the  War  Department's  planners,  to  attempt 
to  chart  even  more  intensely  the  permanent  postwar  structure. 

Maj.  Gen.  Samuel  E.  Anderson  proposed  in  September  1945  that  Continental 
Air  Forces  be  responsible  for  a  global  striking  force,  tactical  air  units  for  all 
training  conducted  with  Army  and  Navy  forces,  planning  for  the  air  defense  of  the 
continental  United  States,  and  training  combat  units  and  crews  for  overseas.'0 
Then  in  mid-November,  Maj.  Gen.  St.  Clair  Streett.  CAF  deputy  commander, 
recommended  that  Continental  Air  Forces  be  organized  into  Eastern  and  Western 
Air  Commands  for  air  defense,  a  Central  Air  Command  for  training,  and  a  Tactical 
Air  Command.  Strett  stressed  that  strategic  forces  would  operate  under  the 
Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  in  an  M-day  Strategic  Air  Task  Force.'’' 
Even  before  the  war  ended.  General  Norstad.  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff  for 
Plans,  had  pressed  for  a  postwar  Strategic  Air  Force  that  would  include  all  the  very 
heavy  bomb  units. 64  And  in  December,  the  ad  hoc  committee  on  reorganization 
advocated  that  four  air  forces  (one  strategic,  one  tactical,  and  two  air  defense)  be 
created  under  Continental  Air  Forces.  One  thing  was  certain — the  eventual  post¬ 
war  organization  of  the  Air  Force  would  include  units  to  carry  out  training 
maneuvers  with  the  ground  forces  and  to  undertake  tactical  operations  in  case  of 
emergency.'’5 

Flowever,  as  noted.  General  Eisenhower  had  made  a  strong  point  to  Spaatz  on 
the  importance  of  a  separate  tactical  air  organization  to  support  the  Army  Ground 
Forces. 66  The  Army  Chief  had  long  held  firm  views  on  tactical  air  support  of 
ground  forces.  The  Army,  said  Eisenhower,  had  always  accepted  without  reserva¬ 
tion  the  idea  of  mutual  dependence  between  the  services.  World  War  II  had  attested 
to  the  effectiveness  of  the  unified  command  principle.  The  concept  of  complemen¬ 
tary  roles — air.  ground,  and  sea — meant  that  no  single  service  should  have  the 
forces  or  equipment  to  carry  out  joint  missions  by  itself,  if  these  forces  or 
equipment  duplicated  those  in  the  other  services.67  The  war  confirmed  the  need  for 
air  superiority  over  the  battlefield  if  ground  operations  were  to  be  successful. 
Control  of  the  air,  Eisenhower  argued,  was  most  economically  gained  by  employ¬ 
ment  of  air  forces  operating  under  a  single  command.  He  was  emphatic  in  his 
conviction  that  the  Army's  dependence  on  tactical  air  support  had  been  matched  by 
the  AAF's  effectiveness  in  furnishing  it.  Nonetheless,  the  Army  Chief's  position 
did  not  rest  solely  upon  the  manifested  efficiency  of  such  support: 

Basically,  the  Army  does  not  belong  in  the  air — it  belongs  on  the  ground  .  .  .  Control 
of  the  tactical  Air  Force  means  responsibility  .  for  the  entire  operating  establishment 
required  to  support  these  planes.  This  includes  the  requisite  basic  air  research  and 
development  program  necessary  to  maintain  a  vital  arm  and  the  additional  specialized 
service  forces  to  support  the  arm  .  .  .  assumption  of  this  task  by  the  Army  would 
duplicate  in  great  measure  the  primary  and  continuing  responsibilities  of  the  Air  Force 
and,  in  effect,  would  result  in  the  creation  of  another  air  establishment.'’'' 
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Spaatz,  now  Arnold's  deputy  but  actually  operating  for  him.  agreed  with 
Eisenhower  on  the  need  for  a  separate  tactical  air  structure.  In  mid-January  1946. 
Spaatz  thus  turned  away  from  the  idea  of  having  the  combat  air  forces  under  CAF. 
He  directed  the  demise  of  CAF  and  instead  formed  three  major  combat  air 
commands — the  Strategic  Air  Command.  Tactical  Air  Command,  and  the  Air 
Defense  Command.69  General  Spaatz  would  later  recall  that  "Eisenhower  and  I 
thought  along  the  same  lines  about  this  thing.  I  certainly  would  not  call  it 
pressure.”70  Lt.  Gen.  Elwood  R.  Quesada.  named  TAC  commander  in  March 
1946,  recalled: 

Bradley  and  Eisenhower  were  assured  by  Spaatz  that  the  Air  Force  would  always  honor 
and  always  meet  its  commitments  to  the  Army  and  provide  strong  tactical  air  forces. 

Spaatz  made  that  commitment  to  Eisenhower  and  it  was  a  very  strong  commitment. 
Eisenhower  was  persuaded  by  it;  Spaatz  meant  it.  .  .  He  made  strong  promises  to 

Eisenhower  to  the  effect  that  the  tactical  air  frees  would  remain  intact.  .  .  .  They  would 
honor  their  commitment  and  their  obligation  to  provide  that  service  to  the  Army.  It  was 
to  a  large  extent  that  that  commitment  by  Spaatz  permitted  Eisenhower  to  support  a 
separate  air  force.  I  think  without  it  he  wouldn't  have.71 

The  other  A  AF  commands  would  be  the  Air  Materiel  Command  ( formerly  the 
Air  Technical  Service  Command),  Air  Training  Command.  Air  University,  the  Air 
Proving  Ground  Command,  Air  Transport  Command,  and  the  theater  commands. 
The  ad  hoc  committee  on  reorganization  commented  that  the  restructuring  was  not 
arrived  at  by  the  committee’s  deliberations,  but  rather  by  a  command  decision:  "as 
such,  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  has  no  bone  to  pick  with  the  command  organiza¬ 
tion.”72  By  January  29,  1946,  Eisenhower  and  Spaatz  had  formally  approved  this 


St.  Clair  Streett  (left)  and  Major  Ban- 
field  on  the  beach  of  Los  Negros  Is¬ 
land.  As  a  major  general.  Streett  pro¬ 
posed  reorganizing  Continental  Air 
Forces  into  separate  commands  for  air 
defense,  training,  and  tactical  air 
support. 


130 


ORGANIZING  THE  POSTWAR  AIR  FORCE 

reorganization  plan  and  it  was  distributed  within  the  Air  Staff.  It  was  originally  to 
become  effective  on  February  15,  1946. 7’ 

With  dissemination  of  the  plan  to  the  Air  Staff,  the  objectives  of  the  ad  hoc 
committee  changed.  The  first  priority  became  distribution  of  materials  to  realize 
the  new  organization.  The  second  priority  was  to  adjust  the  implemental  plans  to 
the  Simpson  Board’s  recommendations,  which  would  eventually  involve  the 
AAF’s  assuming  additional  functions  with  commensurate  personnel.*74 

The  peacetime  reorganization  implemented  by  General  Spaatz  on  March  21, 
1946,  followed  functional  lines,  the  AAF  forming  a  major  command  to  conduct 
each  of  the  air  roles  specified  in  Field  Manual  100-20.  SAC,  TAC,  and  ADC  were 
established  as  the  three  major  combat  commands.  This  was  in  line  with  a  previous 
proposal  by  Vandenberg  and  Norstad  to  form  a  separate  “strategic  Air  Force.”  The 
Army  Air  Forces  really  wanted  to  create  just  two  commands,  a  Continental  Air 
Forces  and  a  long-range  strategic  bomber  force.  The  AAF  reasoned  that  the  CAF 
would  occupy  the  same  command  line  as  the  Army  Ground  Forces.  With  this 
arrangement,  the  Air  Staff  would  then  be  on  the  same  line  with  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  General  Staff,  under  the  Chief  of  Staff.  However,  Eisenhower  and  Gen.  Jacob 
L.  Devers’  Army  Ground  Forces  desired  air  forces  specifically  designated  for  air- 
ground  operations.  Since  Eisenhower  was  such  a  strong  proponent  of  a  separate 
Air  Force,  Spaatz  was  not  disposed  to  contest  this  issue.  Had  a  Tactical  Air 
Command  not  been  formed,  the  ground  generals  would  probably  have  acted  in 


♦For  details  on  the  Simpson  Board’s  recommendations,  see  Chapter  111. 


Lt.  Gen.  El  wood  R.  Quesada  headed 
Tactical  AirCommand.  first  in  Florida 
and  later  at  Langley  Field.  Virginia. 
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Gathered  around  AAF  Commanding  General  Carl  A.  Spaatz  are  the  commanding 
generals  of  the  reorganized  air  forces.  Standing,  left  to  right:  Lt.  Gen.  Nathan  F. 
Twining,  Air  Materiel  Command;  Maj.  Gen.  Donald  Wilson.  AAF  Proving  Ground 
Command;  Maj.  Gen.  Muir  S.  Fairchild,  Air  University.  Seated,  left  to  right:  Lt.  Gen. 

John  K.  Cannon,  Air  Training  Command;  Gen.  George  C.  Kenney,  Strategic  Air 
Command;  General  Spaatz:  Lt.  Gen.  Harold  L.  George,  Air  Transport  Command;  Lt. 

Gen.  George  E.  Stratemeyer.  Air  Defense  Command:  and  Maj.  Gen.  El  wood  R. 
Quesada.  Tactical  Air  Command. 

concert  to  achieve  their  own  tactical  aviation.  No  doubt  Eisenhower  stressed  this 
last  point  to  General  Spaatz. 

The  March  1946  peacetime  reorganization,  implemented  by  an  order  signed 
by  The  Adjutant  General  of  the  War  Department,  placed  the  major  commands 
directly  under  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces.75  This  restructuring 
embodied  the  principle  that  numbered  air  forces  would  be  intermediate  headquar¬ 
ters  in  the  chain  of  command,  between  the  major  commands  and  wings  or  the 
equivalent.76  This  type  of  arrangement,  relying  on  the  major  commands  below  the 
top  headquarters,  reflected  the  RAF  influence.  Headquarters  Continental  Air 
Forces  was  redesignated  as  Headquarters  Strategic  Air  Command  under  Gen. 
George  C.  Kenney,  located  at  Bolling  Field,  Washington,  D  C.,  then  moved  to 
Andrews  Field,  Md.,  in  October  1946  *  Headquarters  Air  Defense  Command  was 


*In  August  1946.  SAC  was  issued  orders  to  move  to  Colorado  Springs.  Colo.  Within  a  week  these 
orders  were  canceled  because  of  “lack  of  funds.  “(Charles  R.  Rowdybush,  The  History  <f  Bolling 
Field.  Anacostia.  D  C..  1917-1948  (Masters  Thesis.  American  University.  Mar  57V]  Sometimes 
referred  to  as  "MacArthur's  airman,"  for  his  ability  to  get  along  with  Gen.  Douglas  MacArthur. 
Kenney  had  a  distinguished  record  in  World  War  II.  Fifty-seven  years  old.  he  was  appointed  a  member 
of  the  United  Nations'  Military  Staff  Committee  and  thus  did  not  command  SAC  until  October  1946. 
His  deputy.  Maj.  Gen.  St.  Clair  Streett.  commanded  until  October. 
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activated  at  Mitchel  Field,  N.Y.,  under  Lt.  Gen.  George  E.  Stratemeyer.  Head¬ 
quarters  Tactical  Air  Command  was  activated  at  Tampa.  Fla.,  under  Maj.  Gen. 
El  wood  R.  Quesada.  Subsequently,  Quesada  moved  TAC  headquarters  to  Langley 
Field,  Va.,  near  the  Army  Ground  Forces  headquarters  at  Fort  Monroe.  Va.,  and 
the  Navy’s  Atlantic  Fleet  headquarters  at  Norfolk.  Quesada  said  that  TAC  would 
stress  mobility  and  flexibility  and  would  be  prepared  to  cooperate  with  the  AGF 
His  idea  of  air  support  for  the  ground  forces  was  to  do  the  job  so  well  “that  the 
Army  would  be  the  first  to  admit  that  the  tactical  air  command  forces  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  was  to  their  benefit." 7K 

Locations  of  the  supporting  commands  and  their  commanders  were.  Air 
Materiel  Command  (a  redesignated  Air  Technical  Service  Command).  Wright 
Field,  Ohio,  Lt.  Gen.  Nathan  F.  Twining;*”  Air  Transport  Command.  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  Lt.  Gen.  Harold  L.  George;  Air  Training  Command.  Barksdale 
Field,  La.,  Lt.  Gen.  John  K.  Cannon;  Air  University,  Maxwell  Field.  Ala  .  Maj. 
Gen.  Muir  S.  Fairchild;  AAF  Proving  Ground  Command  (formerly  the  AAF 
Center),  Eglin  Field,  Fla.,  Maj.  Gen.  Donald  Wilson. 

In  this  reorganization,  eleven  of  the  AAF’s  wartime  air  forces  were  assigned 
to  the  three  new  combat  commands;  SAC  took  control  of  the  Eighth  and  the 
Fifteenth;  TAC  received  the  Third,  Ninth,  and  Twelfth;  ADC  got  the  First.  Second. 
Fourth,  Tenth,  Eleventh,  and  Fourteenth,  aligned  geographically  to  match  the 
Army’s  six  continental  United  States  army  areas."’ 

Overseas  air  forces  were  deployed  and  commanded  as  follows:  Fifth  Air 
Force,  Nagoya,  Japan,  Maj.  Gen.  Kenneth  B.  Wolfe;  Sixth  Air  Force  (became 
Caribbean  Air  Command,  July  1946),  Albrook  Field.  Panama.  Maj.  Gen.  Hubert 
R.  Harmon;  Seventh  Air  Force,  Hickam  Field,  Hawaii.  Maj.  Gen.  Thomas  D. 
White;  Thirteenth  Air  Force,  Fort  McKinley.  Luzon.  Philippines.  Maj.  Gen. 
Eugene  L.  Eubank;  Twentieth  Air  Force,  Harmon  Field.  Guam.  Maj .  Gen.  Francis 
H.  Griswold.  The  Fifth,  Thirteenth,  and  Twentieth  Air  Forces  operated  under  Lt. 
Gen.  Ennis  C.  Whitehead’s  Far  East  Air  Forces  (Tokyo,  Japan).  Tactical  Air  Forces 
in  Europe  operated  under  Maj.  Gen.  IdwalH.  Edwards'  United  States  Air  Forces  in 
Europe  (Wiesbaden,  Germany).  The  Alaskan  Air  Command  (formerly  Eleventh 
Air  Force)  was  under  Brig.  Gen.  Edmund  C.  Lynch,  at  Adak.T  The  chain  of  control 
of  air  units  abroad  ran  from  Headquarters  AAF  to  numbered  air  force  headquarters 
and  then  to  bombardment  and  fighter  groups.  The  fighter  units,  with  radar  and 
communications  furnished  by  new  tactical  control  groups,  would  perform  the  air 


«ln  February  1946,  there  had  been  discussions  in  the  Air  Staff  to  change  Air  Technical  Service 
Command  to  “Air  Service  Command."  General  Twining,  the  ATSC  commander,  objected,  insisting 
that  the  name.  Air  Materiel  Command,  “had  more  appeal"  General  Spa  at  7  agreed  |Ltr.  Lt.  Gen. 
Nathan  F.  Twining.  CG.  ATSC,  to  Lt.  Gen.  IraC.  Faker.  Feb  11. 1946.  in  RG  1 8/ A  AG.  Eaker  Personal 
and  Reading  File.  ACAS-5,  File/6.] 

’There  had  been  discussion  in  the  Air  Staff  aimed  at  forming  an  Arctic  theater.  This  failed  to 
materialize.  [R&R  Comment  1.  Maj.  Gen.  Charles  C,  Chauncey.  DCAS/Admir  ,o  ACAS-5  (Plansl. 
subj:  Creation  of  Arctic  Theater.  Apr  24,  1946,  in  RG  18/AAG  Eaker  Personal  and  Reading  File. 
ACAS-5.  File/6.) 
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MARCH  21,  1946 

General  Carl  A.  Spaatz,  Commanding  General,  AAF 


Deputy  Commander  &  Chief  of  Air 
Staff 


Lt.  Gen.  Ira  C.  Eaker 

Lt.  Gen.  Harold  L.  George* 

Maj.  Gen.  Charles  C.  Chauncey 
Maj.  Gen.  Curtis  E.  LeMay 
Maj.  Gen.  Fred  L.  Anderson 
Brig.  Gen.  George  C.  McDonald 
Maj.  Gen.  Earle  E.  Partridge 
Maj.  Gen.  Edward  M.  Powers 
Maj  Gen  Lauris  Norstad 
Maj  Gen  Hugh  J.  Knerr 
Maj.  Gen.  Junius  W.  Jones 


Director  of  Information 
DCAS,  Administration 
DC  AS,  Research  &  Development 
ACAS-1.  Personnel 
ACAS-2,  Intelligence 
ACAS-3.  Operations  &  Training 
ACAS-4.  Materiel 
ACAS-5.  Plans 

Secretary-General  of  the  Air  Board 
Air  Inspector 


Also  Commanding  General.  Air  Transport  Command 


AAF  MILITARY  PERSONNEL  DISTRIBUTION:  MARCH  1946* 


CONUS 

TOTAL  328,079 

Strategic  Air  Command  84,231 

Tactical  Air  Command  25,574 

Air  Defense  Command  7,218 

Air  Proving  Ground  Command  7,295 

Air  Training  Command  128,742 

'ir  Materiel  Command  25,070 

Air  Transport  Command  21,304 

Air  University  3,867 

Personnel  Distribution  Command  4,002 

Other  20,776 

OVERSEAS 

TOTAL  172,393 

European  Theater  47,554 

Mediterranean  Theater  2,555 

Caribbean  Air  Command  4,279 

Pacific  Air  Command  71,959 

China  Theater  7,668 

Alaskan  Air  Command  2,740 

Air  Transport  Command  35.015 

Other  623 


USAF  Statistical  Digest,  1947,  pp  46.  53 


AAF  TACTICAL  GROUPS  AND  SEPARATE  SQUADRONS* 


MARCH  1946 


TOTAL: 

Very  Heavy  Bomber 
Heavy  Bomber 
Medium  Bomber 
Light  Bomber 
Fighter 

Reconnaissance 
Troop  Carrier 
Composite 
LOCATION: 


GROUPS 

SQUADRONS 

71 

212 

21 

66 

7 

24 

2 

7 

2 

7 

22 

63 

3 

4 

12 

37 

2 

4 

At  Home 

21 

64 

Overseas 

50 

148 

TOTAL: 

Heavy  Bomber 
Fighter 
Night  Fighter 
Reconnaissance 
Troop  Carrier 
Liaison 

Emergency  Rescue 
Geodetic  Control 
Tow  Target 

LOCATION:  At  Home 

Overseas 


SEPARATE 

SQUADRONS 

72 

5 

6 

9 
22 
8 

10 
7 

\ 

4 

19 

53 


*USAF  Statistical  Digest.  1946.  pp  4-5. 
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defense  and  tactical  air  missions.  This  elimination  ol  intermediate  headquarters 
and  assignment  of  dual  missions  to  fighter  groups  enabled  Army  Air  Forces  to 
meet  overseas  requirements  with  a  minimum  of  personnel.81 

As  far  as  missions  were  concerned.  General  Spaatz  assigned  the  Strategic  Air 
Command  with  the  interim  mission  of  being  prepared  to  carry  out  long-range 
global  operations  on  their  own  or  with  land  or  naval  forces.  SAC  was  also 
responsible  for  maximum-range  reconnaissance.82  The  Tactical  Air  Command 
should  be  ready  to  operate  jointly  with  ground  or  naval  forces  and,  if  required,  to 
assist  Air  Defense  Command  with  air  defense  operations.  And,  if  necessary,  it 
would  help  the  Army  Ground  Forces  train  airborne  units.8’ 

Air  Defense  Command’s  official  interim  mission  was  to  defend  the  continent¬ 
al  United  States,  one  air  force  being  assigned  to  each  of  six  air  defense  areas.  In 
addition  ADC  would  be  prepared  to  cooperate  with  the  Navy  against  hostile 
forces  or  to  protect  coastal  shipping.  Besides,  it  would  train  the  Air  National 
Guard,  administer  and  train  the  Air  Reserve,  and  instruct  and  train  the  Reserve 
Officers  Training  Corps.*84 

Air  Proving  Ground  Command  was  responsible  for  improving  operational 
suitability.  The  command  would  further  make  recommendations  on  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  military  characteristics  and  requirements  for  operational  systems  and 
materiel.85  The  Air  University  would  supervise  and  operate  the  Air  War  College, 
the  Air  Command  and  Staff  School,  and  other  schools  and  courses  as  called  for.86 

The  Air  Transport  Command  would  provide  air  transport  for  all  War  Depart¬ 
ment  agencies  (except  those  served  by  Troop  Carrier  Command  and  local  services 
required  by  overseas  area  commands  or  occupation  forces)  and  for  any  other 
governmental  agency,  as  required  or  directed.  Moreover,  ATC  was  responsible  for 
air  evacuation  of  sick  and  wounded  from  overseas  theaters  and  between  points 
within  the  United  States,  as  well  as  control  and  operation  of  aerial  ports.  Additional 
responsibilities  of  this  command  were:  Air  Transport  Service  (new),  Air  Rescue 
Service  (new).  Air  Weather  Service  (old  AAF  Weather  Service),  Air  Communica¬ 
tions  Service  (old  Army  Airways  Communications  Service),  Aeronautical  Chart 
Service  (old  Aeronautical  Mapping  and  Chart  Service),  Flight  Services  (old  AAF 
Right  Service),  and  Hying  Safety  Service.87 

The  Air  Materiel  Command  would  undertake  research  and  development 
essential  to  the  AAF  mission  and  condut  all  required  experimental  static  and  flight 
tests.  It  would  also  be  charged  with  quality  control  and  acceptance  of  materiel 
procured  by  the  AAF,  modification  of  aircraft,  industrial  mobilization  planning. 


*Air  Defense  Command  would  likewise  handle  AAF’s  contacts  with  the  civilian  community.  Lt. 
Gen.  iraC.  Eaker,  Deputy  Commander,  AAF,  explained  A  [XT’s  mission  in  these  words:  “In  the  last  war 
we  found  that  when  the  emergency  developed,  the  trained  commanders  and  their  staffs  went  away  to 
war  and  we  were  left  at  the  most  critical  period  in  our  history  with  the  necessity  of  reorganizing  the 
home  establishment  which  had  to  do  all  our  procurement  and  train  two  million  airmen.  We  believe  we 
have  obviated  this  condition  in  the  establishment  of  the  ADC.  Tactically,  it  is  charged  with  the  Air  Force 
portion  of  the  defense  of  the  United  States."  [Address,  Lt.  Gen.  Ira  C.  Eaker  to  National  War  College. 
Jun  5,  1947.) 
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and  depot  supply  operating  functions  .**  The  Air  Training  Command  would  train  all 
airmen — from  recruits  to  flying  officers  and  technicians,  mechanics,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  personnel.*9 

Spaatz  asserted  that  the  AAF  could  accomplish  its  mission  only  by  maintain¬ 
ing  an  Air  Force  of  adequate  size  and  proper  composition,  “strategically  deployed 
and  in  a  high  and  constant  state  of  readiness.”  The  next  war  would  begin  in  the  air. 
The  AAF  could  discharge  its  responsibility  most  ffectively  only  if  granted 
coequal  status  with  the  ground  and  naval  forces.  General  Spaatz  also  stressed  that 
nonflying  officers  would  have  the  chance  to  hold  command  and  staff  positions  for 
the  first  time.'*’ 

Despite  Spaatz'  retention  of  the  sixteen  air  forces,  the  AAF  lacked  the 
resources  to  man  them.  Spaatz  therefore  allocated  personnel  as  best  he  could  prior 
to  deciding  what  part  of  the  70  groups  the  three  new  combat  commands  would 
receive,  when  the  Army  Air  Forces  reached  the  70-group  objective.  Meantime,  the 
AAF  would  strive  to  rebuild  as  swiftly  as  possible.  The  missions  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command  and  Tactical  Air  Command  enabled  them  at  once  to  begin  forging 
combat  readiness.  The  Air  Defense  Command,  on  the  other  hand,  had  not  been 
authorized  to  conduct  air  defense  activities  in  any  meaningful  sense.  Con¬ 
sequently,  it  focused  on  Reserve  and  other  geographic  duties.  As  the  Simpson 
Board  had  recommended.  General  Stratemeyer  changed  the  wartime  boundaries  of 
the  First  and  Fourth  Air  Forces  and  adjusted  the  boundaries  of  the  other  air  forces  to 
coincide  with  the  six  ground  armies.  Air  Force  commanders  would  have  their 
subordinate  units  administer  the  Air  Reserves  in  the  various  areas.  General  Devers 
and  his  six  Army  commanders,  and  Spaatz,  through  Stratemeyer  and  his  six  ADC 
air  force  commanders,  were  equally  responsible  for  air  defense  of  the  United 
States.91 


Planning  the  Headquarters  Organization 

As  mentioned,  with  the  war  apparently  entering  its  final  phases.  General 
Arnold  began  to  lay  the  foundation  for  the  transition  from  war  to  peace.  In  January 
1945,  he  promulgated  three  principles  to  govern  future  activities  of  the  Air  Staff 
and  the  major  commands.  The  first  was  that  operating  functions  would  be  de¬ 
centralized.  Amid  the  wartime  expansion.  Headquarters  AAF  had  devised  operat¬ 
ing  procedures  leaving  little  room  for  the  unfettered  exercise  of  command  by 
subordinate  levels.  This  system  of  “rigid  control,”  as  Arrtold  called  it,  was 
necessary  in  the  early  years  of  the  war.  Maximum  decentralization  was  now  in 
order.  Too  many  people  in  AAF  headquarters  were  spending  time  and  effort  on 
command  matters.  These  tasks  should  be  done  by  the  Continental  Air  Forces  and 
the  major  commands.  The  Air  Staff  must  be  divorced  from  daily  operating 
duties.92 
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Arnold's  second  principle  specified  that  the  Air  Staff  become  more  deeply 
involved  in  planning  and  policy  development.  He  felt  strongly  about  this  concept. 
Although  not  possible  earlier  in  the  war.  ideally  he  had  thought  of  the  Air  Staff  as  a 
compact  organization,  devoting  most  of  its  time  to  planning.  Moreover,  the  Army 
Air  Forces  had  already  started  postwar  planning.  To  the  Air  Staff.  Arnold  empha¬ 
sized  the  importance  of  this  work.  It  would  determine  the  organization  and 
deployment  of  the  postwar  Air  Force,  and  could  only  be  successful  if  done  by  an 
Air  Staff  free  from  the  pressures  of  daily  operations.1'' 

Third,  Arnold  observed  that  technology  in  the  future  would  be  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  ever  to  the  air  arm's  success.  The  evolution  of  radar  and  guided  missiles 
was  a  harbinger  pointing  to  entirely  new  modes  of  warfare.  Hence,  no  longer  need 
officers  be  rated  to  hold  key  positions  in  the  Air  Force.  Regulations  restricting  the 
responsibilities  and  careers  of  nonrated  officers  must  be  changed.  As  directed  by 
General  Arnold,  these  three  principles  would  be  carried  out  by  each  Air  Staff 
agency.  They  would  be  adhered  to  in  manning  the  Continental  Air  Forces  and  in 
decentralizing  operating  tui.-'mns  to  field  commands.1'4 

After  the  end  of  the  war,  on  September  15,  1945,  Arnold  ordered  a  revamping 
of  the  headquarters  structure,  the  first  major  realignment  since  March  1943.*  This 
reordering  would  last  until  October  1947,  following  establishment  of  the  United 
States  Air  Force. 

The  March  1943  organization  had  provided  for  six  assistant  chiefs  of  air  staff, 
including  an  Assistant  Chief  for  Training  and  also  one  for  Operations,  Commit¬ 
ments,  and  Requirements.  The  September  1945  restructuring  combined  Training 
and  Operations  under  a  single  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff.  This  reorganization — 
analogous  to  the  War  Department  General  Staff  system — included  five  assistant 
chiefs  of  air  staff.  Personnel  (ACAS-I),  Intelligence  (ACAS-2),  Training  and 
Operations  (ACAS-3),  Supply  (ACAS-4),  and  Plans  (ACAS-5).  The  Air  Surgeon 
and  Air  Judge  Advocate  were  transferred  to  ACAS-1.  Special  Assistants  for  Air 
Communications  and  for  Antiaircraft  Artillery  were  eliminated  and  instead  subor¬ 
dinated  to  ACAS-3. 

Also,  the  Special  Staff  was  abolished.  The  Air  Inspector  and  the  Budget  and 
Fiscal  Officer  were  assigned  to  the  Commanding  General.  AAF.  Special  Projects. 
Legislative  Services,  Headquarters  Commandant,  and  the  Office  of  the  Historian 
were  transferred  to  Statistical  Control  and  Program  Monitoring  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Air  Staff.1'' 

Research  and  Development,  which  had  been  under  Operations,  Commit¬ 
ments,  and  Requirements,  was  put  under  ACAS-3.  In  December  1945,  Arnold, 
concerned  about  future  weapons  development,  and  acting  on  recommendations 
made  in  October  by  the  Spaatz  Board,  directed  formation  of  the  Office  of  the 


‘Though  created  on  August  23.  1945.  this  new  organization  did  not  become  effective  until 
September  15.  1945 
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Gen.  Hap  Arnold.  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  Robert  A.  Lovett,  and  Brig.  Gen. 
Grandison  Gardner  on  an  inspection  tour  at  Eglin  Field.  Florida.  In  1945.  Mr.  Lovett 
advised  General  Arnold  to  create  an  Office  of  the  Air  Comptroller,  which  would  apply 
sound  business  practices  to  the  defense  mission.  General  Gardner  became  the  first 
comptroller  general  in  June  1946. 

Deputy  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Research  and  Development.  Maj.  Gen.  Curtis  E. 
LeMay  was  assigned  to  head  this  new  office  which  would  handle  the  AAF’s  overall 
research  and  development  program.  Earlier,  in  September  1945,  Arnold  had  made 
$10  million  available  over  the  next  three  years  to  Douglas  Aircraft  Corporation  to 
study  future  warfare.  This  marked  the  beginning  of  the  Research  and  Development 
(RAND)  Corporation. % 

More  changes  were  being  planned  in  late  1945.  After  creation  of  the  new 
Headquarters  structure,  Robert  A.  Lovett,  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air, 
suggested  that  General  Arnold  form  a  new  office,  which  ultimately  became  the 
Office  of  the  Air  Comptroller.  A  banker  prior  to  entering  the  War  Department  in 
1940,  Lovett  during  the  war  had  been  interested  in  applying  advanced  management 
practices  to  AAF  production.  He  played  an  important  role  in  solving  many 
complex  production  problems  and  thereby  gained  Arnold’s  confidence. 

Lovett  warned  Arnold  in  October  1945  that  the  evolving  and  inevitable 
reduction  of  defense  funds  (“the  cycle  of  sharp  contraction”),  combined  with 
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keener  competition  between  the  services,  might  in  time  place  the  AAF  at  a 
disadvantage.  He  reminded  Arnold  that  the  AAF  had  made  outstanding  progress  in 
adapting  business  principles  to  the  needs  of  wartime  operations.  These  principles 
and  procedures  had  to  be  refined  during  the  coming  peacetime  austerity.  The  AAF 
demanded  the  best  possible  business  management.  Every  dollar  would  count.97 

Such  sound  business  practices  called  for  a  system  to  produce  a  completely 
organized,  coordinated,  and  budgeted  program.  The  AAF  leadership  should  be 
prepared  to  successfully  justify  its  requests  for  appropriations.  Lovett  con¬ 
sequently  emphasized  that  the  AAF  was  a  large  business  which  demanded  corpo¬ 
rate  support  systems.  The  Commanding  General  needed  systematically  developed 
and  coordinated  information.  Lovett  recommended  that  an  Office  of  Air  Comp¬ 
troller  General  be  organized  under  a  senior  officer  who  would  report  directly  to  the 
Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces.98 

The  Office  of  Air  Comptroller  General  would  absorb  the  functions  of  the 
Office  of  Program  Monitoring,  the  Office  of  Statistical  Control,  and  the  Budget 
and  Fiscal  Office.  As  Lovett  envisioned  it,  the  new  office  would  have  these 
responsibilities: 

To  organize  and  to  unify  the  operational  plans  of  other  staff  sections  into  a  single 
coordinated  program;  to  check  the  phasing  and  proper  balance  of  all  components  of  that 
program;  and  to  analyze  actual  AAF  performance  against  the  scheduled  standards; 

To  operate  a  reporting  system  and  to  analyze  the  status  and  operational  data  of 
personnel,  supplies,  facilities,  and  activities,  making  continuing  studies  of  the  relation¬ 
ships  among  these  various  factors; 

To  reduce  the  physical  programs  to  monetary  terms;  to  allocate  the  funds  among 
various  activities;  to  supervise  all  budget  functions,  including  representation  of  the  AAF 
on  all  matters  pertaining  to  appropriations  and  expenditures; 

To  act  as  liaison  with  industry,  educational  institutions,  and  research  foundations 
on  new  developments  in  business  methods  applicable  to  Air  Force  operations:  and  to  aid 
in  organizing  the  curriculum  for  institutions  participating  in  post  war  AAF  officer 
training  in  these  specialties. 

In  Lovett’s  view,  this  office  would  ensure  a  more  orderly  evolution  of  postwar 
programs,  a  more  persuasive  presentation  of  AAF  requirements,  and  thus  greater 
confidence  in  these  programs  on  the  part  of  the  Commanding  General  and  the 
Chief  of  the  Air  Staff.  The  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  termed  the  overall 
objective  of  the  Air  Comptroller  General’s  office  as  "continuous  business  con¬ 
trol.”99  He  stressed  that  this  position  demanded  an  officer  of  the  highest  caliber.  To 
Arnold  he  said  that  the  AAF,  among  the  services,  had  set  the  pace  in  advanced 
business  practices.  He  felt  that  creation  of  an  Air  Comptroller  would  merely 
anticipate  what  the  other  services  would  someday  do  under  the  twin  pressures  of 
economy  and  efficiency."*’ 

Arnold  discussed  Lovett’s  proposal  with  Eaker  and  Spaatz.  They  agreed  that 
this  agency  should  be  set  up  as  soon  as  possible.  They  also  agreed  that,  although 
activities  like  the  Statistical  Control  Unit  and  the  Program  Monitoring  Unit  would 
be  affected  by  the  loss  of  wartime  officers,  the  AAF  should  send  young  officers  to 
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specialized  schools  to  replace  such  losses.  Eaker  in  early  November  apprised 
Lovett  that  Maj.  Gen.  Curtis  E.  LeMay  would  be  selected  to  organize  and  head  the 
Office  of  Air  Comptroller  General.10' 

However,  by  November  29  Arnold  had  changed  his  mind  about  LeMay  and, 
in  line  with  the  Spaatz  Board  report,  made  LeMay  the  first  Deputy  Chief  of  Air 
Staff  for  Research  and  Development.102  Not  until  June  15,  1946,  was  the  Office  ot 
the  Air  Comptroller  established,*  headed  by  Brig.  Gen.  Grandison  Gardner  who 
reported  directly  to  the  Commanding  General.  AAF.  He  was  replaced  in  Novem¬ 
ber  by  Brig.  Gen.  Edwin  W.  Rawlings.**  As  initially  conceived  by  Lovett,  the 
Office  of  the  Air  Comptroller  combined  the  functions  of  the  Offices  of  Budget  and 
Fiscal.  Statistical  Control,  and  Program  Monitoring. 


Establishment  of  the  Air  Board 

Between  the  end  of  the  war  and  organization  of  Headquarters  USAF  in 
October  1947  (following  creation  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  the 
United  States  Air  Force),  General  Spaatz  made  one  of  his  most  significant  deci¬ 
sions.  He  announced  his  intent  to  form  an  Air  Board  with  Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  J.  Knerr 
as  its  first  Secretary-General.10'  This  board  was  to  play  an  important  part  in 
shaping  the  organizational  structure  adopted  by  the  Air  Force  in  October  1947. 
Also,  in  1946-47,  it  would  help  frame  the  AAF's  position  on  unification  as 
eventually  reflected  in  evolution  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947."“ 

Spaatz  intended  to  create  this  Air  Board  in  order  to  have  “somebody  off  in  a 
cloistered  cell  doing  a  little  thinking  and  not  doing  the  routine  of  the  Air  Staff."105 
Spaatz  conferred  with  General  Eisenhower  who  thought  an  Air  Board  was  a  good 
idea,  so  on  March  5, 1946.  the  board  was  formally  established  (the  old  AAF  Board 
was  inactivated  on  July  1 ,  1946).  Eisenhower  had  told  Spaatz  that  the  Army  might 
create  a  similar  group  (with  representatives  from  the  Ground  Forces.  Air  Forces, 
and  Service  Forces)  to  concentrate  on  formulating  overall  Army  policy.100  Based 
on  his  own  experience  at  the  pinnacle  of  command,  the  Army  Chief  had  long  felt 
that  the  Army  badly  needed  a  group  that  did  nothing  but  think  and  frame  potential 
policy.  Eisenhower  thought  the  Army  had  been  weak  in  one  aspect  of  organization: 


*In  January  1946.  Lovett  was  replaced  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  by  Stuart  Symington, 
who  actually  arrived  on  the  job  in  February,  in  February  1946.  Spaatz  succeeded  Arnold  as  Command¬ 
ing  General.  Army  Air  Forces. 

'Born  in  1892.  Gardner  earned  a  Master  of  Science  degree  from  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology  in  1928.  He  was  one  of  the  AAF's  observers  in  England  in  1940,  He  progressed  through 
several  positions  as  an  armament  expert  and  then  headed  the  AAF  Proving  Ground  Command.  1942-45. 
Before  becoming  the  Air  Comptroller,  he  had  been  deputy  to  the  chairman  of  the  U  S.  Strategic- 
Bombing  Survey 

* ‘Rawlings  was  bom  in  1904  and  won  a  Master  of  Business  Administration  degree  from  Harv  ard 
in  1939  He  was  regarded  as  one  of  the  AAF's  foremost  production  and  procurement  experts. 
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"We  have  not  kept  a  body  free  for  thinking.  Everybody  is  an  operator  with  us.  .  . 
and  we  have  had  no  body  which  is  compelled  by  the  very  nature  of  its  organization 
and  function  to  do  nothing  but  think.""’7 

Spaatz’  long  experience  convinced  him  that  policy  should  be  deliberately 
considered  and  made  at  the  top  of  the  organization.  Thus,  the  Air  Board  should 
have  some  of  the  best  minds,  complemented  with  operational  commanders,  and 
should  have  direct  access  to  the  AAF  Commander.  Spaatz  was  determined  to  avoid 
developing  policy  at  lower  levels  where  it  later  tended  to  rise  to  the  top  for 
approval — a  mass  of  evidence  to  be  weighed  by  the  AAF  Commander.  He  had 
carefully  considered  these  views  and  had  talked  to  Eisenhower  about  them.  He 
knew  that  General  Knerr,  to  be  Secretary-General  of  the  Air  Board,  supported  and 
encouraged  them.*"" 

Since  February  1946,  Knerr  had  been  Spaatz'  special  assistant  for  reorgan¬ 
ization.  Knerr’s  own  view  proceeded  from  his  judgment,  similar  to  Lovett's,  that 
the  AAF  was  in  essence  a  big  business.  Policy  could  not  be  formed  by  one  person, 
no  matter  how  able.109  Corporations,  for  example,  had  their  boards  of  directors. 
Knerr  said  that  some  officers  mistakenly  regarded  the  staff  as  kind  of  a  board  of 
directors.  The  staff,  he  noted: 

actually  occupies  the  status  of  vice-presidents,  charged  with  specialties.  The  staff,  if 
given  command  responsibility  as  well  as  the  authority  inherent  in  their  positions  should 
operate  the  military  business  within  the  bounds  of  announced  policies  created  by  the  Air 
Board,  which  then  functions  as  a  Board  of  Directors."" 

The  Air  Board  reported  to  the  Commanding  General,  AAF.  who  in  turn  answered 
to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air.  The  Commanding  General,  of  course, 
could  not  delegate  to  the  Air  Board  his  responsibility  to  the  assistant  secretary.  He 
would  accept  or  reject  policies  proposed  by  the  board,  which  of  necessity  needed 
his  full  confidence.'"  The  board  would  interpret  policy,  secure  its  approval,  and 
disseminate  it  to  the  staff  without  the  fear  of  having  it  diluted  or  changed  by  other 
echelons  or  agencies.  Policy  should  be  broad  and  avoid  detail."2  As  an  integral 
part  of  his  office,  the  Air  Board  would  spare  the  Commanding  General  time  and 
effort.  The  board  could  not  be  a  staff  agency  and  survive."' 

General  Knerr  saw  the  Air  Board  providing  continuity,  competence,  and 
broad  vision.  "Modem  war.”  he  said  “is  an  industrial  cataclysm.  It  had  passed 
beyond  the  capacity  of  the  military-trained  mind  to  manage,  just  as  certainly  as  it 
had  passed  beyond  the  capacity  of  the  industrially  trained  mind  to  technically 
control.""4  Knerr  and  Spaatz  conceived  the  board  as  affording  perspective  and 


*Knerr.  bom  in  1X87.  graduated  from  the  US.  Naval  Academy  in  1908.  He  commanded  the  2d 
Bomb  Group  at  Langley  Field  ( 1927-30).  He  was  Chief  of  Staff.  GHQ  Air  Force,  under  Frank  Andrews 
from  1935-38  A  strong,  outspoken  advocate  of  autonomy  for  the  air  arm.  he  was  ostracized  by  the  War 
Department  to  the  post  of  Air  Officer.  V(1I  Corps  Area.  Fort  Sam  Houston.  Tex.  Knerr  was  thus  given 
the  same  job.  and  even  the  same  office,  that  Billy  Mitchell  had  received  when  exiled.  Retired  in  March 
1939.  Knerr  was  recalled  to  active  duty  in  October  1942.  appointed  Deputy  Commander.  Air  Service 
Command,  and  subsequently.  Deputy  Commander.  Eighth  Air  Force  Service  Command  From  June 
1945  to  February  1946.  he  commanded  the  Air  Technical  Serv  ice  Command 
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eschewing  dogma — an  idea  rooted  in  the  board's  composition.  From  the  begin¬ 
ning.  General  Spaatz  insisted  that  the  board  include  commanders  of  the  major 
commands.  As  active  commanders,  they  would  understand  command  problems 
and  could  anticipate  the  potential  consequences  of  various  policies.  Others  on  the 
Air  Board  were  the  Secretary-General  (Knerr).*  retired  and  Reserve  officers,  and 
civilians  as  appropriate.115 

Architects  of  the  Air  Board  hoped  to  circumvent  the  eventual  time-consuming 
resolution  by  higher  authority  of  conflicting  policies  established  at  lower  levels. 
Frequently,  a  higher  commander  found  that  policies  were  not  in  line  with  his  own 
or  even  with  commanders  above  him.11'’  General  Spaatz  also  created  this  board  to 
deal  with  the  unique  and  thorny  problems  of  the  immediate  postwar  years. 
Foremost  among  these  were  the  evolving  struggle  over  unification;  establishing  the 
Air  Force  as  a  separate  service;  and  identifying  and  forming  the  proper  organiza¬ 
tion  for  what  was  to  become  the  United  States  Air  Force. 

Spaatz’s  memorandum  of  April  1946  described  the  board's  purpose; 

I  take  it  we  are  of  the  common  belief  that  war  ought  to  be  avoided  if  possible,  but  we  must 
plan  in  such  a  way  that  if  war  comes,  we  shall  meet  the  enemy  with  maximum 
effectiveness,  with  the  least  possible  injury  and  violence  to  our  people  and  in  a  manner 


‘With  a  rank  corresponding  to  that  of  the  head  of  the  Navy  General  Board. 


General  of  the  Army  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  (left)  with  the  top  AAF  leaders.  Gen  Carl 
A.  Spaatz  (right)  and  Lt.  Gen.  Ira  C.  Eaker.  June  1947. 
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Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  J.  Knerr 
served  as  the  Secretary-Gener¬ 
al  of  the  Air  Board. 


which  will  avoid  waste.  To  this  end,  I  have  created  the  Air  Board.  .  .  to  assist  me  in 
establishment  of  top  air  policy."7 

At  its  first  meeting  he  directed  the  board  to  give  top  priority  to  post-unification 
organization  of  the  Air  Force,  air  defense  policy,  and  research  into  the  history  and 
lessons  of  the  war.  The  A  AF  Commander  urged  the  board  to  examine  major  defects 
in  the  existing  AAF  structure  and  make  recommendations  to  improve  it."1' 


War  Department  Circular  138 

The  War  Department  formally  reflected  the  Spaatz  reorganization,  as  part  of 
the  Department  structure,  in  Circular  138.  May  14,  1946.  This  circular  reorganized 
the  department,  effective  June  11,  1946,  in  accordance  with  the  Simpson  Board 
proposals.  In  general,  it  enlarged  the  size  and  responsibility  of  the  General  Staff. 
The  Army  Air  Forces  was  made  coordinate  with  Army  Ground  Forces  under  the 
Army  Chief  of  Staff  and  the  War  Department  General  Staff.  Headquarters  Army 
Service  Forces  and  the  service  commands  were  abolished.  The  Chief  of  Staff 
would  serve  directly  under  the  Secretary  of  War.  Directly  under  the  Chief  of  Staff 
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were  the  General  Staff  with  its  directorates  (Personnel  and  Administration:  Intel¬ 
ligence;  Organization  and  Training;  Plans  and  Operations;  Service.  Supply,  and 
Procurement  and  Research  and  Development),  the  Special  Staff  (support  divi¬ 
sions,  e.g..  Legislative  Liaison,  Information  and  Education.  Historical,  Budget, 
etc.),  and  the  Technical  and  Administrative  Staffs  and  Services  (Quartermaster, 
Engineers,  Medical,  etc.).119 

Basically,  this  restructuring  under  Circular  138  followed  the  ideas  of  General 
Eisenhower.  These  concepts  reflected  Eisenhower's  convictions  as  they  had  been 
refined  in  the  war.  The  major  tenets  were  economy  and  efficiency.  The  War 
Department  staff  should  implement  the  Chief  of  Staff's  directives  quickly  and 
effectively.  According  to  Circular  138,  the  War  Department  General  Staff  would 
deal  primarily  with  policy  and  planning.  The  staff  must  be  kept  simple  with  as  few 
people  as  possible  answering  directly  to  the  Chief  of  Staff  or  his  Deputy. i:n 

Decentralization  would  be  rigorously  applied;  “No  functions  should  be 
performed  at  the  staff  level  of  the  War  Department  which  can  be  decentralized  to 
the  major  commands,  the  Army  areas,  or  the  administrative  and  technical  services 
without  loss  of  adequate  control  by  the  General  and  Special  Staffs." 111  Circular  138 
stressed  that  the  General  Staff  should  delegate  sufficient  authority  to  commanders 
and  the  heads  of  the  administrative  and  technical  services.  While  accenting 
decentralization,  the  focus  would  also  be  on  minimizing  duplication  and  overlap¬ 
ping  between  commands  and  services.  This  would  become  increasingly  important 
as  the  Army  Air  Forces  was  progressively  given  more  autonomy  within  the  War 
Department  structure.1” 

Based  on  the  Simpson  Board  report  and  the  Eisenhower-Spaatz  agreement. 
Circular  138  stated  that  the  AAF  “must  be  provided  with  the  maximum  degree  of 
autonomy  permitted  by  law  without  permitting  the  c.eation  of  unwarranted  du¬ 
plication  in  service,  supply  and  administration."1-’  The  circular  recognized  the 
AAF  reorganization  of  March  21,  1946.  forming  the  three  major  combat  air 
commands.  It  noted  that  the  Commanding  General,  AAF.  would  establish  Head¬ 
quarters  Strategic  Air  Command  at  Andrews  Field.  Md. :  Headquarters  Tactical  Air 
Command  at  Langley  Field.  Va.;  Headquarters  Air  Defense  Command  at  Mitchel 
Field,  N.Y.;  and  other  commands  as  necessary. i;j 

The  circular  said  that  among  the  chief  responsibilities  of  the  Commanding 
General,  AAF,  was  to  direct  operations  and  training  of  the  continental  air  com¬ 
mands.  In  addition,  he  would  determine  organization,  composition,  equipment, 
and  training  of  the  AAF's  combat  and  service  units.  He  would  present  the  AAF's 
budget  estimates  to  the  War  Department  and  would  initiate  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  requirements.  He  would  conduct  the  AAF's  part  of  the  UMT  program  (under 
War  Department  directives)  and  supervise  and  inspect  training  of  the  air  compo¬ 
nents  of  the  ROTC.  National  Guard,  and  the  Organized  Reserve.1-' 

By  late  1946.  with  President  Truman  determined  to  pry  unification  legislation 
from  the  forthcoming  Congress.  Eisenhower  and  Spaatz  believed  that  reorgan¬ 
ization  should  largely  adhere  to  Circular  138  until  unification.  In  mid-November 
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1946,  the  War  Department’s  General  and  Special  Staff  Divisions  recommended 
significant  reorganization.  However,  Eisenhower  rejected  this  report.  He  favored 
the  proposals  in  Circular  138,  with  some  revisions  to  eliminate  duplication.  He 
opposed  substantive  amendments  while  unification  legislation  was  pending  in 
Congress.12'’  The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  felt  that  Circular  138  was  flexible  enough  to 
accommodate  any  possible  unification  bill.  If  unification  legislation  failed,  he 
made  clear  that  he  would  then  support  a  reorganization  of  the  War  Department. 
Always  concerned  about  duplication,  after  unification  he  wanted  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment’s  technical  services  to  continue  to  procure  and  distribute  supply  items 
common  to  the  air  and  ground  forces.137  Thus,  with  minor  revisions.  Circular  138 
remained  in  effect  until  passage  of  the  National  Security  Act  and  formation  of  the 
National  Military  Establishment. 

As  mentioned,  the  air  planners  were  disappointed  with  the  result  of  the 
Simpson  Board  report  which  reorganized  the  AAF  on  the  same  level  with  Army 
Ground  Forces.  Nevertheless,  General  Spaatz  had  not  vociferously  protested  to 
Eisenhower.  The  major  goal  was  an  independent  Air  Force.  Although  the  AAF  had 
been  placed  on  a  line  coordinate  with  the  Ground  Forces  (there  would  not  be  two 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  one  for  air  and  one  for  ground),  Spaatz  would  be  a  member  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  as  Arnold  had  during  the  war.  Also,  there  would  be  an 
Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air,  a  position  assumed  by  Stuart  Symington  in 
February  1946.  Moreover,  the  Army  Chief  assured  Arnold  of  his  strong  support  for 
aseparate  Air  Force.  Spaatz  knew  very  well  that,  despite  Navy  opposition.  General 
Eisenhower’s  backing  would  virtually  assure  an  independent  Air  Force. 

In  the  unlikely  event  that  the  AAF  failed  to  become  a  separate  service,  the 
War  Department  General  Staff  said  it  would  advocate  that  the  Air  Staff  be  put  on 
the  same  level  with  the  General  Staff;  that  a  separate  AAF  promotion  list  be 
created;  and  that  the  AAF  be  granted  technical  and  professional  independence  by 
giving  it  appropriate  personnel  and  functions  of  the  technical  and  administrative 
corps  and  branches  of  the  Army.128 

The  Simpson  Board  had  issued  its  report  and  Circular  138  had  implemented 
its  recommendations.  The  AAF,  as  part  of  the  War  Department,  had  in  1946  settled 
on  and  executed  its  own  postwar  reorganization,  and  had  already  begun  assigning 
and  training  forces  under  this  new  structure. 
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Moving  Toward  Autonomy 

A  co-equal  or  autonomous  Air  Force  able  to  do  its 
own  planning  in  such  wise  as  to  guarantee  the  se¬ 
curity  of  the  country  can  be  the  only  primary  objec¬ 
tive  of  Air  Force  and  other  enlightened  personnel.  We 
do  not  have  such  an  Air  Force  now  .  .  Public  senti¬ 

ment,  as  a  force,  is  such  that  we  have  one  more 
opportunity  for  success.  If  we  fail  this  time  it  is 
unlikely  that  there  will  ever  be  another  opportunity  so 
favorable. 

Col.  Harold  W.  Bowman,  AAF, 

Deputy  Director  of 
Information,  September  1946. 

President  Truman’s  1945  recommendation  to  Congress  to  form  a  Department 
of  National  Defense  under  a  civilian  secretary  had  included  establishment  of  a 
United  States  Air  Force,  coordinate  with  the  Army  and  Navy.*  The  Navy  would 
retain  its  carrier  aviation  and  also  the  Marines  as  part  of  the  Navy  Department.  The 
President’s  program  received  the  full  support  of  Army  Chief  of  Staff  General 
Eisenhower.  Eisenhower  made  clear  to  Congress  and  to  his  subordinate  comman¬ 
ders  that  the  Army  Air  Forces’  wartime  record  demanded  that  the  AAF  be  given 
parity  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  He  argued  that  such  equality  was  mandatory  for 
the  nation’s  postwar  security.  Generals  Arnold  and  Spaatz  firmly  backed  the 
President’s  position. 

The  Navy  opposed  Truman’s  plan.  Secretary  of  the  Navy  Forrestal  comment¬ 
ing:  “As  the  President  knows,  I  am  so  opposed  to  the  fundamental  concept 
expressed  in  the  message  that  I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  very  helpful  observation 
that  1  could  make  on  the  draft  you  referred  to  me.”1  Thus,  Forrestal  had  not 
changed  his  mind.  He  continued  to  believe  deeply  that  unification  would  hurt  the 


‘See  Chapter  III 
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Navy  and  would  damage  the  best  interests  of  the  country.  He  advocated  a  gradual 
approach,  deeming  effective  coordination  far  preferable  to  the  hasty  solution  of 
unification  (including  formation  of  a  separate  Air  Force).  As  would  be  expected, 
the  leading  naval  commanders  shared  Forrestal's  opinion. 

As  Jaruary  1946  dragged  on,  it  became  even  more  apparent  that  irreconcila¬ 
ble  differe  ces  divided  the  Army  and  Navy.  There  had  been  no  evidence  of  real 
progress  since  Truman  had  presented  his  unification  plan  to  Congress.  The  Navy 
feared  that  the  Air  Force  would  take  over  naval  aviation  and  that  the  Army  would 
grab  the  Marine  Corps.  Naval  leaders  were  also  apprehensive  that  the  Army  and 
Air  Force  would  frequently  work  together  on  major  issues  at  the  expense  of  the 
Navy’s  interests.  In  the  final  analysis,  they  thought  that  decisions  on  naval 
requirements  would  be  made  by  those  unfamiliar  with  the  Navy’s  needs. 

Meanwhile,  Congress  reacted  to  Truman's  unification  message.  In  January 
1946  Senator  Elbert  D.  Thomas,  chairman  of  the  Senate  Military  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee,  created  a  subcommittee  to  write  a  unification  bill.  Besides  himself,  he 
appointed  Senators  Warren  R.  Austin  and  Joseph  Lister  Hill  to  the  subcommittee. 
Maj.  Gen.  Lauris  Norstad,  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Plans,  and  Vice  Adm. 
Arthur  W.  Radford,  newly  appointed  Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  (Air), 
were  named  as  advisers  to  assist  the  subcommittee  in  writing  the  legislation.  In 
early  April  the  subcommittee  reported  a  bill  (S.  2044)  to  the  Military  Affairs 
Committee  combining  features  of  the  Eberstadt  report  and  the  Collins  plan  *  In 
May  1946,  the  committee  recommended  to  the  Senate  that  S.  2044  be  approved. 

This  proposed  Common  Defense  Act  of  1946  called  for  a  Department  of 
Common  Defense  with  three  coequal  services.  There  would  be  a  civilian  Secretary 
of  Common  Defense,  an  Under  Secretary,  and  three  service  secretaries.  The  bill 
further  recommended  a  Chief  of  Staff  of  Common  Defense  to  be  military  adviser 
to  the  President.  Norstad  was  generally  pleased  with  S.  2044  (it  satisfied  the 
fundamental  principle  of  a  single  department  of  national  defense  with  three 
coequal  services).  While  he  expected  the  Navy  to  mount  delaying  tactics  during 
subsequent  congressional  hearings,  Norstad  was  confident  of  ultimate  passage  of 
the  legislation.2 


Truman  Increases  the  Pressure 

During  subsequent  hearings  on  S.  2044,  naval  officials  opposed  the  provi¬ 
sions  for  a  Secretary  of  Common  Defense,  a  Chief  of  Staff  of  Common  Defense, 
and  an  independent  Air  Force.  They  reiterated  that  enactment  of  such  a  bill  would 
open  the  way  for  the  loss  of  the  naval  air  arm  and  the  Marine  Corps.  Naval  leaders. 


See  Chapter  III. 
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including  Forrestal,  repeatedly  pointed  to  the  experience  of  the  British  Navy  which 
had  lost  its  fleet  air  arm  to  the  Royal  Air  Force.* 

President  Truman  became  more  and  more  impatient  at  what  seemed  to  be  an 
evolving  impasse.  In  mid -May  he  invited  Patterson  and  Forrestal,  together  with 
military  leaders,  to  the  White  House.  Truman  underscored  the  urgency  of  passing 
unification  legislation  saying  he  was  not  disposed  to  wait  indefinitely  while  the 
Army  and  Navy  consistently  failed  to  resolve  their  differences.  He  asserted  that  the 
time  had  come  to  stop  this  controversy.  He  told  Patterson  and  Forrestal  that  he  had 
decided  against  a  single  Chief  of  Staff.  He  then  directed  them  to  break  the  impasse 
and  to  have  on  his  desk  by  May  31  a  satisfactory  compromise  solution.'  The 
Commander  in  Chief  informed  Admiral  Leahy  that  he  was  tired  of  the  Navy’s 
criticism  of  his  stand  on  unification.  He  asked  Leahy  to  try  at  once  to  silence  this 
carping  by  naval  officers.4  In  view  of  Truman’s  desire  to  resolve  the  issue.  General 
Spaatz  instructed  AAF  officers  to  make  no  remarks  “critical  of  the  Navy  or  its 
personnel  or  accomplishments.”5  He  also  ordered  a  ban  on  statements  referring  to 
the  eventual  possibility  of  an  AAF  integration  of  administrative  and  technical 
services,  guided  missiles,  or  antiaircraft  artillery.6  A  sustained  effort  must  be 
made  to  reach  agreement. 

Spaatz  and  Symington  realized  that  unification  negotiations  were  entering  a 
crucial  and  most  sensitive  phase.  They  thought  that  the  AAF  should  avoid  doing 
anything  to  heat  the  atmosphere.  Subsequently,  Symington  admonished  General 
Kenney,  SAC  commander,  that  everything  possible  should  be  done  to  keep  oppo¬ 
nents  of  the  bill  from  believing  that  the  Air  Force  was  attempting  to  prove  that 
strategic  bombing  was  the  way  to  win  a  war.1  It  was  a  fact,  said  Symington,  tnat 
people  in  high  positions  felt  that  the  Air  Force  often  “popped  off.”1' 

Following  Truman’s  direction,  Patterson  and  Forrestal  went  to  work,  helped 
by  Symington  and  Eberstadt.  While  the  two  sides  concurred  on  a  number  of 
noncontroversial  issues,  they  failed  to  agree  on  air  organization  and  on  the  amount 
of  authority  to  be  afforded  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense.  It  was  apparent  to 
Patterson  that  the  Navy  would  not  "face  up  to  the  issue.”  The  Navy  was  reluctant  to 
give  up  any  of  its  authority  to  a  single  administrator.  Conversely,  Patterson,  Spaatz 
and  Symington  wanted  someone  to  operate,  supervise,  and  control  the  Department 
of  National  Defense.9  On  May  31,  Patterson  and  Forrestal  submitted  their  report  to 
the  President.  In  relation  to  S.  2044,  they  agreed  on  eight  points  and  disagreed  on 
three  crucial  areas.  Points  of  agreement  were:  no  single  military  Chief  of  Staff; 
formation  of  a  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff;  a  National  Security  Resources  Board;  a 
Council  of  Common  Defense;  a  Central  Intelligence  Agency;  an  agency  for 
Procurement  and  Supply;  an  agency  for  Research;  and  an  agency  for  Military 
Education  and  Training.  The  areas  of  disagreement  were  long-standing,  major 
items  of  contention;  creation  of  a  single  Department  of  National  Defense;  organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Army  and  Navy  air  arms;  and  status  of  the  Marine  Corps.'" 


‘See  Chapter  I. 
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Frustrated  by  the  impasse  on 
the  unification  legislation. 
President  Truman  (left)  asked 
the  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  Adm.  William  D.  Leahy 
(below)  to  quell  the  opposition 
among  naval  officers. 
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In  their  letter  to  the  Chief  Executive,  the  two  service  secretaries  detailed  their 
major  differences.  The  War  Department  wanted  a  single  department  headed  by  a 
civilian  with  the  power  of  decision.  The  Navy  wished  a  system  of  strengthened 
coordination  that  preserved  "sound  administrative  autonomy  and  essential  service 
morale."  The  Navy  resisted  a  single  department  of  national  defense  with  three 
coequal  services,  asserting  that  naval  aviation  had  been  completely  integrated  into 
the  Navy.  Naval  officials  advocated  that  the  Army  similarly  integrate  its  air  and 
ground  components." 

Forrestal  contended  that  no  one  knew  the  Navy's  aviation  needs  better  than  the 
naval  leaders  themselves.  A  principal  reason  why  the  Navy  stoutly  contested  a 
single  department  was  what  it  considered  to  be  the  AAF's  constant  chipping  away 
at  naval  aviation.  Naval  leaders  felt  that  this  would  ultimately  impair  sea  power. 

The  Army  Air  Forces,  on  the  other  hand,  clearly  stated  that  the  Navy  should 
control  water-based  aircraft  for  training  and  for  essential  internal  administration 
and  air  transport  “over  routes  of  sole  interest”  to  the  Navy,  ft  was  the  War 
Department’s  view,  held  by  Eisenhower,  that  the  military  services  should  not  be 
self-sufficient.  They  ought  to  be  mutually  supporting.1'  In  general,  the  Navy 
persisted  in  the  fear  of  losing  its  freedom  of  operation.  Naval  leaders  were  also 
upset  over  the  AAF  position  that  the  Army  Air  Forces  could  conduct  long-range 
reconnaissance  for  the  Navy  as  well  as  for  the  Army.  Moreover,  the  AAF  argued 
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that  it  could  take  care  of  the  air  mission  for  antisubmarine  warfare. 14  The  air  leaders 
were  convinced  that  AAF  aircraft  possessed  the  characteristics  to  accomplish 
search  and  antisubmarine  operations.  Equipped  with  the  most  modem  radar  and 
electronic  devices,  these  aircraft  could  deliver  the  necessary  munitions.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Spaatz: 

The  primary  function  of  the  Strategic  Air  Force  is  to  destroy  the  enemy's  munitions- 
making  capability,  as  well  as  his  will  to  wage  war.  Any  or  all  of  it  can  be  diverted,  at  the 
will  of  the  Supreme  Commander,  to  the  anti-submarine  problem,  which  must  include 
attacking  the  submarines  at  their  home  bases,  as  well  as  where  they  are  manufactured, 
this  just  as  the  Strategic  Force  was  diverted  to  support  the  land  campaign  in  France  on 
many  occasions  in  the  course  of  the  Second  World  War.15 

Covetous  of  its  traditional  roles  and  missions,  and  bent  on  holding  them,  the 
Navy  stayed  distrustful  of  a  single  department  and  a  single  civilian  secretary  (“the 
man  on  horseback,”  as  King  and  Leahy  put  it).  The  Navy  held  that  it  required 
whatever  personnel  and  equipment  were  necessary  to  carry  out  its  mission, 
including  long-range  reconnaissance,  antisubmarine  warfare,  and  support  of  am¬ 
phibious  operations.16  The  Army,  led  by  Eisenhower,  countered  that  such  self- 
sufficiency  fostered  tremendous  duplication  at  prohibitive  cost.  Spaatz  claimed 
that  using  Navy  aircraft  for  long-range  reconnaissance,  protection  of  shipping,  and 
antisubmarine  operations  would  duplicate  the  AAF's  land-based  air  forces.  Divid¬ 
ed  command  responsibility  would  result.17 

Between  January  and  May  1946,  this  roles  and  missions  debate  went  on  in  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  Even  though  the  JCS  directed  the  Joint  Strategic  Survey 
Committee  to  prepare  a  missions  statement,  the  issue  could  not  be  resolved. 
Eisenhower  concluded  that  further  paperwork  would  be  fruitless.  He  believed  that 
the  matter  would  have  to  be  confronted  and  settled  at  a  higher  level,  namely  by  the 
President.18  By  late  May  1946,  he  firmly  agreed  with  Admiral  Nimitz,  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations,  that  the  roles  and  missions  question  should  be  shelved  by  the 
Joint  Chiefs  without  further  action.19  Norstad  also  thought  that  roles  and  missions 
would  not  be  decided  short  of  intervention  by  Truman.  Showing  some  pique 
himself.  General  Norstad  wrote  the  recently  retired  Arnold  that  whereas  the  Navy 
usually  did  not  hesitate  to  criticize  the  Army,  even  during  the  war,  naval  officials 
always  seemed  to  be  offended  at  the  criticism  of  their  own  service.20 

At  the  same  time,  Truman  welcomed  as  a  significant  achievement  the  agree¬ 
ment  of  Patterson  and  Forrestal  on  eight  points,  though  they  were  plainly  not 
crucial  ones.21  The  three  areas  of  disagreement  had  proved  especially  contentious 
and  wouid  be  extremely  difficult  to  solve.  Aftei  receiving  the  May  31  letter, 
Truman  met  with  Patterson,  Forrestal,  and  other  Army  and  Navy  officials.  On  June 
15,  1946,  he  told  Patterson  and  Forrestal  that  he  was  sure  the  remaining  points  of 
contention  could  be  worked  out.  He  reiterated  that  a  Department  of  National 
Defense  should  be  created  as  set  forth  in  S.  2044,  headed  by  a  civilian  who  would 
be  a  cabinet  member  as  well  as  a  member  of  the  Council  of  Common  Defense. 
Each  of  the  military  services  would  be  controlled  by  a  civilian  secretary  (not  a 
cabinet  member)  who  would  be  in  charge  of  administering  his  own  department. 
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The  services  would  be  "coordinated/’  Truman  emphasized,  and  they  would  be 
coequal.  Each  would  retain  its  autonomy  subject  to  the  overall  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  National  Defense.  As  to  the  appointment  of  four  Assistant  Secretaries 
(research,  intelligence,  procurement,  and  training),  as  specified  in  S.  2044,  this 
would  not  be  necessary.22 

He  thought  the  Air  Force  should  have  responsibility  for  development,  pro¬ 
curement,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  military  air.  These,  however,  would  be 
the  Navy’s  responsibility:  ship,  carrier,  and  water-based  aircraft  essential  for  naval 
operations,  including  Marine  Corps  aircraft;  land-type  aircraft  needed  for  internal 
and  transport  purposes  over  routes  of  sole  interest  to  naval  forces  and  where  the 
requirements  could  not  be  met  by  normal  air  transport  facilities;  and  land-type 
aircraft  required  for  training.  The  President  additionally  decided  that  land-based 
planes  for  naval  reconnaissance,  antisubmarine  operations,  and  the  protection  of 
shipping  should  be  under  Air  Force  control.  The  Marines  would  be  kept  as  part  of 
the  Navy  Department.23 

In  Truman’s  mind,  the  main  lines  of  the  unification  question  had  now  been 
settled.  Legislation  could  be  drafted.  The  framework  for  an  integrated  national 
security  program  could  be  erected.  There  was  no  intention,  he  observed,  to  erode 
the  integrity  of  the  services:  “They  should  perform  their  separate  functions  under 
the  unifying  direction,  authority  and  control  of  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense. 
The  internal  administration  of  the  three  services  should  be  preserved  in  order  that 
the  high  morale  and  esprit  de  corps  of  each  service  can  be  retained.’’24 


Norstad  and  Sherman  Draft  a  Plan 

Yet  the  Navy  still  objected.  Even  though  S.  2044  was  amended  to  correspond 
with  Truman’s  views,  naval  officials  testifying  before  Congress  opposed  this 
revised  version.  Ever  since  the  Commander  in  Chief  had  announced  his  unification 
plan  in  December  1945,  naval  officials  considered  him,  in  Admiral  Radford’s 
words,  to  be  “a  hard-line  Army  man’’  who  “had  put  us  in  a  very  difficult 
position.”23  Basically,  Admiral  Leahy  and  other  naval  officers  believed  that  Tru¬ 
man  was  now  trying  to  compromise  and  primarily  wanted  the  cabinet-level 
Secretary  of  National  Defense.  On  the  other  hand,  naval  authorities  readily 
admitted  that,  as  Leahy  observed,  “the  War  and  Navy  Departments  remained  in 
essential  disagreement  because  each  is  suspicious  of  the  other’s  motives.”*26 


*Adm.  Marc  A  Mitscher.  a  World  War  II  carrier  and  task  force  commander  (he  commanded  the 
carrier  Hornet  for  Doolittle's  Tokyo  raid  in  April  1942),  told  Forrestal  that  naval  air  had  been  attempting 
to  protect  itself  from  within  and  without  for  twenty-five  years.  The  Army's  air  element  had  been  trying 
to  take  over  the  Navy's  air  arm  since  Billy  Mitchell's  time.  The  AAF’s  ultimate  objective.  Mitscher  said, 
was  complete  control  of  all  military  air  forces.  [Diary.  Vol  VI.  Oct  46-Mar  47.  entry,  Dec  5.  1946. 
Forrestal  Papers,  in  OSD  Hist  Ofc  | 
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(Above)  Maj.  Gen.  C'arl  Spaa!/  and 
Air  Chief  Marshal  Sir  Arthur  redder 
after  having  attended  the  Roosevelt- 
Churchill  conference  at  Casablanca. 
After  the  war.  Tedder  lent  Spaat/  his 
support  in  the  struggle  for  an  indepen¬ 
dent  air  force. 


( Left  I  Viscount  Trenehard  with  Mai 
Gen  William  R  Kepner.  Command¬ 
ing  General  of  the  VIII  l  ighter  Com¬ 
mand  in  Rngland  Known  as  the  lather 
of  the  RAR.  Trenehard  helped  AAR 
leaders  develop  a  strong  case  for  an 
autonomous  air  arm 
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In  the  meantime,  the  AAF  solicited  opinions  on  appropriate  strategy  and 
tactics  to  be  used  in  seeking  eventual  passage  of  satisfactory  unification  legislation. 
Leaders  of  the  Royal  Air  Force  proved  helpful.  In  late  1946  and  early  1947. 
responding  to  the  request  of  Symington  and  Spaatz.  Lord  Trenchard.  Lord  Tedder. 
Lord  Portal,  and  Sir  John  Slessor  sent  material  regarding  the  RAF’s  historical  fight 
for  independence.  They  also  offered  suggestions  to  aid  the  AAF  in  its  struggle. 
Trenchard  underlined  the  importance  of  making  the  case  in  easily  understandable 
language.  He  cautioned  Spaatz  that  the  AAF  should  know  exceptionally  well  the 
arguments  of  the  opposition.’1  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  Symington  had  been 
concerned  about  the  statements  of  unification  opponents  that  the  Coastal  Com¬ 
mand’s  success  during  the  war  was  due  to  its  controlling  its  own  operations. 
However,  Tedder  and  Slessor  pointed  out  that  the  RAF  actually  controlled  the 
Coastal  Command’s  plans  and  operations.^ 

An  analysis  by  Norstad’s  staff  showed  that  the  crux  of  Tedder's  position  was 
that  "only  by  employing  a  unified  Air  Force  can  the  Air  Force  attain  the  flexibility 
so  vital  to  the  successful  employment  of  air  power." Air  Marshal  Tedder  listed  the 
chief  elements  of  this  flexibility  as  simplicity  of  command,  close  cooperation 
among  lower  commanders,  and  economy  of  force.  The  War  Department  found  that 
Tedder's  observations  and  conclusions  accorded  with  the  concepts  it  had  advocated 
in  the  drive  for  unification  and  which  were  embodied  in  S.  2044."' 

Norstad’s  staff  warned  that  proponents  of  S.  2044  should  guard  against  two 
possible  "violations”  of  Tedder’s  principles — allowing  the  Navy  to  keep  a  large 
land-based  force  for  antisubmarine  warfare  and  reconnaissance,  and  acceding  to  a 
large  tactical  air  force  for  support  of  the  Marines.'1 

The  British  were  likewise  engaged  in  creating  a  Ministry  of  Defence.  The 
Minister  of  Defence  would  report  to  the  Cabinet  and  to  the  Parliament.  He  would 
monitor  preparation  of  a  unified  defense  policy  and  distribution  of  resources 
between  the  services.  The  Chiefs  of  Staff  Committee  would  frame  strategic  policy. 
Some  U.S.  naval  officers  had  stated  that  the  British  reorganization  would  be  along 
the  lines  of  the  Lberstadt  plan.  But  Spaatz  and  Symington  saw  the  potential  new 
British  system  as  a  move  towards  unified  control,  modeled  more  on  the  defense 
reorganization  pending  before  the  U.S.  Congress. 

In  this  connection.  Secretary  Patterson  said  he  could  accept  legislation  that 
confined  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense  to  carrying  out  broad  policy. 
Eisenhower  agreed  with  F^tterson  that  such  an  approach  would  be  more  acceptable 
to  the  Navy.  The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  noted  that  the  Navy  would  have  nothing  to 
fear  from  a  Secretary  of  National  Defense:  "I  believe  that  intelligent  men  can  make 
almost  any  organization  work  as  time  goes  on.  if  your  law  isn’t  too  rigid."" 
Patterson  and  Forrestal  therefore  met  once  again  with  their  military  leaders.  As  a 
result,  the  JCS  in  July  1946  appointed  Maj.  Gen.  Lauris  Norstad  (now'  Director  of 
Plans  and  Operations  for  the  War  Department  General  Staff)  and  Vice  Adm. 
Forrest  P.  Sherman  (Nimitz’  Deputy  for  Operations)  to  draft  a  unification  plan 
upon  which  the  Army  and  Navy  could  agree. 
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Meeting  in  the  summer  of  1946,  Norstad  and  Sherman  divided  their  delibera¬ 
tions  into  three  categories:*  national  security  organization,  service  functions,  and 
the  matter  of  unified  commands.  Organization  of  unified  commands  in  overseas 
theaters  was  of  some  urgency.  This  was  due  to  the  press  of  occupation  respon¬ 
sibilities  and  the  fact  that  unified  command  in  the  Pacific  had  never  been  worked 
out.  Command  arrangements  in  the  Pacific  was  the  major  hurdle  to  be  surmounted. 
Representing  the  War  Department,  Norstad  argued  that  command  arrangements 
should  be  made  on  the  basis  of  functions.  The  Navy  preferred  to  keep  its  flexibility 
by  emphasizing  geographical  areas.'4  During  the  war.  clashing  service  interests 
had  ruled  out  unified  command  in  the  Pacific.  In  preparing  for  the  invasion  of 
Japan,  the  JCS  in  April  1945  had  designated  General  MacArthur  as  Commander  in 
Chief,  Army  Forces,  Pacific.  At  the  same  time.  Admiral  Nimitz  was  named 
Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific  Fleet.  After  the  war,  the  Army  and  Navy  took 
differing  views  of  command  responsibility  in  the  Pacific.  In  general,  the  Army 
wished  to  emphasize  unity  of  command  of  forces  while  the  Navy  stressed  unity  of 
command  according  to  specific  areas.  This  arrangement,  which  the  Navy  insisted 
upon,  allowed  it  to  maintain  control  of  its  own  forces  over  an  entire  geographical 
area. 

The  Joint  Chiefs  approved  the  command  plan  drafted  by  Norstad  and  Sher¬ 
man,  forwarding  it  to  President  Truman  on  December  12.  The  plan  envisioned  a 
system  of  unified  command  in  which  a  single  commander  would  control  land, 
naval,  and  air  operations  within  a  given  area."  This  so-called  “Outline  Command 
Plan,”  actually  the  first  of  its  kind,  was  based  on  the  war  experience  in  which 
unified  command  had  evolved  by  necessity.  Both  Army  and  Navy  leaders  agreed 
that  unified  command  was  central  to  successful  combined  operations.  General 
Norstad  described  unified  command  organization  as  “an  idea  whose  time  had 
come.”  He  recalled  that  he  and  Sherman  sought  a  solution  which  seemed  reason¬ 
able  to  themselves  and  therefore  to  the  services  they  represented.''’  For  the  most 
part,  they  concurred  in  a  system  of  unified  command  for  all  theaters.  They  defined 
it  as  a  theater  commander  responsible  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  with  a  joint  staff 
and  three  service  commanders  under  him.  The  fact  was  that  prior  to  the  end  oi  the 
war  the  Joint  Chiefs  Lad  decided  to  have  a  peacetime  unified  command  structure. 
Also  taking  note  of  occupation  requirements,  the  JCS  resolved  to  establish  these 
unified  commands:  Par  East  Command:  Pacific  Command;  Alaskan  Command: 
Northeast  Command;  Atlantic  Fleet:  Caribbean  Command:  and  European  Com¬ 
mand.  The  Joint  Chiefs  further  observed  that  a  Strategic  Air  Command  had  been 
created,  composed  of  strategic  air  forces  not  otherwise  assigned.1 


*Alsc  participating  in  these  discussions  were  Symington.  Vice  Adm.  Arthur  W.  Radford,  and 
Maj,  Gen.  Otto  P.  Wcyland.  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Stall.  Plans,  who  had  replaced  Norstad  in  this 
position.  N<  -stad  wrote  the  retired  Arnold  in  July  IV4b  that  Admiral  Radford  had  a  tendency  to  "work 
himself  up"  on  the  subject  of  land-based  air  Norstad  said  he  thought  that  Truman  appreciated  the  AAF's 
not  getting  caught  up  in  a  running  argument  on  this  matter  [ l.tr.  Mai  Gen  Launs  Norstad.  WD  Dir 
Plans  &  Ops.  to  H  H  Arnold.  Jul  21 .  IR4h  in  H  H  Arnold  Collection.  Bo\  32 .  Norstad  folder.  l.C  ) 
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Normally,  there  would  be  two  or  more  service  components  assigned  to  each 
unified  command,  each  commanded  by  an  officer  of  that  particular  component. 
The  joint  staff  of  each  unified  commander  would  be  drawn  from  the  service 
components  under  his  jurisdiction.  The  JCS  would  exercise  strategic  direction 
over  the  unified  commands  and  assign  them  missions  and  tasks.  The  component 
commander  would  deal  directly  with  his  own  service  on  matters  of  administration, 
supply,  training,  finance,  and  construction.  For  each  command  operating  under 
missions  prescribed  by  the  JCS,  either  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations,  or  the  Commanding  General,  AAF,  would  be  made  executive  agent 
for  the  Joint  Chiefs.”1 

With  President  Truman’s  approval  of  this  command  plan  on  December  14, 
1946, 19  the  Norstad-Sherman  conferences  bore  their  first  fruit.  Acceptance  of  the 
plan,  however,  did  not  mean  automatic  creation  of  the  above  commands.  By  March 
1947  the  Far  East  Command.  Pacific  Command,  Alaskan  Command,  and  the 
European  Command  had  been  set  up.  By  December  1947,  all  of  the  commands  had 
been  formed  except  Northeast  Command,  which  would  not  be  established  until 
October  1950. 

The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Unified  Command  Plan  of  December  1946.  as 
approved  by  the  President,  stated:  "There  is  established  a  Strategic  Air  Command 
composed  of  strategic  air  forces  not  otherwise  assigned.  These  foices  are  normally 
based  in  the  United  States.  The  commander  of  the  Strategic  Air  Command  is 
responsible  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  as  are  other  commanders  provided  for  in  this 
plan.”40  Admiral  Nimitz  had  at  first  assumed  that  strategic  air  forces  based  overseas 
would  be  under  the  unified  commands.  He  had  in  mind  what  he  deemed  to  have 
been  the  organizationally  confusing  experience  of  the  Twentieth  Air  Force,  con¬ 
trolled  by  General  Arnold  in  Washington  rather  than  by  Nimitz  on  Guam.  This 
kind  of  organization  was  anathema  to  Nimitz’  philosophy  of  unified  command. 
Even  so.  General  Spaatz  took  the  position  that  SAC  should  be  under  the  control  of  a 
single  commander,  worldwide.  Spaatz  suggested  a  statement  that  SAC  would 
operate  independently  or  in  cooperation  with  other  components  as  ordered  by  the 
Commanding  General,  AAF,  acting  as  executive  agent  for  the  Joint  Chiefs.  After 
1946  the  Commanding  General,  AAF  and  later  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  acted  as 
executive  agent  for  the  JCS.  Nevertheless,  not  until  January  4,  1949.  did  the  Joint 
Chiefs  officially  designate  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  as  executive  agent  for  the 
Strategic  Air  Command.41  And  not  until  April  13,  1949,  did  the  SAC  commander 
receive  a  directive  from  the  JCS.  It  noted  that  the  Commanding  General.  SAC, 
would  "exercise  command  over  all  forces  allocated  to  him  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  or  other  authority.”42  Missions  would  include  strategic  or  other  air  operations 
as  instructed  by  the  Joint  Chiefs,  with  the  support  of  other  commanders  under  the 
JCS.4’  Actually  the  December  1946  plan  made  the  Strategic  Air  Command  a 
specified  command,  i.e.,  reporting  directly  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.* 


*ln  a  memurandum  of  November  10.  I94H,  to  the  Joint  Chiefs.  General  Vandenberg  observed: 
"Paragraph  4  of  JC  S  1250  27  (December  II.  1946)  establishes  the  Strategic  Air  Command  as  a 
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Agreement  between  Patterson  and  Forrestal 

Following  approval  of  the  unified  command  plan.  Norstad  and  Sherman,  in 
January  1947,  with  special  help  from  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  Sym¬ 
ington,  agreed  on  service  functions  and  military  organization.  Based  on  this 
agreement.  Secretary  of  War  Patterson  and  Secretary  of  the  Navy  Forrestal  sent  a 
joint  letter  to  Truman  on  January  16, 1947.  It  said  they  had  resolved  the  problems  of 
draft  legislation  and  of  a  proposed  executive  order  spelling  out  service  functions. 
The  letter  added  that  differences  still  existed  on  specifics  of  the  proposed  unifica¬ 
tion  bill.  A  compromise  was  therefore  required  to  achieve  a  structure  that  could 
eliminate  unnecessary  duplication,  afford  a  nucleus  for  integrated  action,  and 
secure  the  support  of  the  three  services.  It  was  not  a  perfect  draft.  As  with  all 
compromises,  it  failed  to  satisfy  completely  any  of  the  services  or  their  advocates. 
Nonetheless,  it  was  probably  the  best  bill  attainable  at  the  time. 

Patterson  and  Forrestal  agreed  to  support  legislation  to  include  a  general 
framework  for  a  complete  national  security  organization."  There  would  be  a 
Council  of  National  Defense,  a  National  Security  Resources  Board,  and  a  Central 
Intelligence  Agency.  Also  envisioned  were  an  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  National 
Defense,  and  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy  (including  the  Marine  Corps  and  naval 
aviation),  and  Air  Force,  each  with  a  military  chief,  under  Departments  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force.  Each  military  service  would  be  headed  by  a  Secretary 
and,  under  overall  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense,  would  be 
administered  as  a  separate  entity.  After  informing  the  Secretary  of  National 
Defense,  a  service  secretary  could  at  any  time  present  to  the  President  a  report  or 
recommendation  relating  to  his  department.  In  addition,  a  War  Council  would  be 
created  consisting  of  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense  as  Chairman  (with  power 
of  decision),  the  service  secretaries,  and  the  military  heads  of  the  three  services. 
The  council  would  handle  matters  of  broad  policy  pertaining  to  the  armed  forces. 

Provision  was  made  for  a  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  comprising  the  military  heads 
of  the  services.  A  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  President  would  be  appointed,  if  this  should 
prove  desirable.  Subject  to  the  authority  and  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  National 
Defense,  the  JCS  would  give  strategic  direction  to  the  armed  forces  and  would 
formulate  strategic  plans,  assign  logistic  responsibilities  to  the  services,  integrate 
military  requirements,  and  as  directed  advise  on  integration  of  the  military  budget. 
Moreover,  a  full-time  Joint  Staff  would  be  formed,  consisting  initially  of  not  over  a 
hundred  officers  to  be  furnished  in  equitable  numbers  by  the  services.  Operating 
under  a  Director,  the  Joint  Staff  would  carry  out  policies  and  directives  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff.  As  head  of  the  armed  forces  establishment,  the  Secretary  of 


Specified  Command  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.'  ’  However,  formal  designation  of  SAC  as  a  specified 
command  did  not  appear  in  the  unified  command  plan  until  March  9,  1955.  The  term  "specified 
comand”  was  defined  in  Joint  Action  Armed  Forces.  September  19. 1951:  "A  JCS  Specified  Command 
is  a  uni-Service  command  which  has  a  broad  continuing  mission  and  which  is  specified  as  a  command 
operating  under  JCS  direction  ."  (Joint  Action  Armed  Forces.  JCS.  Sep  51:  paper  on  SAC  as  a  specified 
command,  Feb  79,  sent  to  Wolk  by  Sheldon  A.  Goldberg.  SAC  archivist  ! 
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National  Defense  would  be  vested  with  the  authority,  under  the  President,  to 
establish  common  policies  and  common  programs  for  integrated  operation  of  the 
three  departments. 

Patterson  and  Forrestal  acknowledged  that  the  proper  way  to  chart  roles  and 
missions  (functions)  was  by  presidential  executive  order,  to  be  issued  concurrently 
with  Truman’s  approval  of  unification  legislation.  Their  letter  to  the  President 
enclosed  a  draft  executive  order  specifying  roles  and  missions  (eventually  to 
become  Executive  Order  9877,  signed  by  the  Chief  Executive  on  July  26,  1947). 
Truman  replied  that  he  was  very  pleased  with  the  resolution  of  issues  by  Patterson 
and  Forrestal.  Noting  that  each  of  the  services  had  compromised,  he  was  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  agreement  would  work.45 

Subsequent  to  the  Patterson-Forrestal  agreement,  General  Eisenhower  re¬ 
quested  and  the  War  Department  approved  the  convening  of  a  board  of  officers  in 
January  1947 .  The  board  was  to  identify  and  then  to  recommend  solutions  to  major 
unification  problems  facing  the  Army  in  light  of  the  joint  agreement  and  the 
evolving  unification  bill  in  Congress.46  Members  of  the  board  were  Maj.  Gen. 
William  E.  Hall,  Chief  of  Staff,  War  Department  Advisory  Group,  and  president  of 
the  board;  Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  J.  Knerr,  AAF;  Maj.  Gen.  Charles  L.  Bolte,  AGF;  and 
Brig.  Gen.  Stanley  L.  Scott  of  the  War  Department’s  Directorate  of  Service, 
Supply,  and  Procurement. 

The  board  believed  that  World  War  II  had  revealed  major  weaknesses  in 
military  organization.  Also,  serious  deficiencies  were  evident  in  the  relationships 
between  the  military  and  other  agencies  concerned  with  national  security.  These 
were  chiefly  defects  of  communication  and  coordination.  Further,  there  were  gaps 
between  strategic  planning  and  logistic  implementation,  between  JCS  planning 
and  the  military  and  civilian  agencies  responsible  for  industrial  mobilization. 
Additional  gaps  existed 

between  and  within  the  military  services,  principally  in  the  field  of  procurement  and 
logistics.  (There  were]  gaps  in  information  and  intelligence,  between  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches  of  the  Government,  between  the  several  departments  and  between 
government  and  the  people.  These  ....  defects  of  coordination  were  the  result  of 
inadequate  direction  and  control  below  the  level  of  the  President.47 

In  the  board’s  view,  the  evolving  unification  bill  reflected  an  organization  capable 
of  coping  with  the  problems  facing  the  military  establishment.  Naturally  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  ftitterson-Forrestal  agreement,  the  report  concluded  that  an  organiza¬ 
tion  featuring  unified  control  over  a  coordinate  structure  with  three  departments, 
each  headed  by  a  civilian  secretary,  promised  to  foster  efficiency  and  economy 
within  the  services.4*  Moreover,  this  potential  legislation  had  a  chance  at  least  to 
ameliorate  the  roles  and  missions  struggle. 

The  principal  problem  was  preparedness.  The  board  felt  that  the  next  war 
would  probably  start  with  little  or  no  warning,  almost  immediately  achieving  a 
high  level  of  destruction.  Combined  with  the  longer  time  needed  to  prepare  the 
defense  establishment  for  a  major  war,  this  meant  that  a  country  not  completely 
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ready  would  be  at  a  critical  disadvantage.  The  board's  report  called  for  prepared¬ 
ness,  not  only  to  react  after  being  attacked,  but  more  important  to  deter  attack .  The 
deterrent  value  of  preparedness  was  underscored. 

Passage  of  the  unification  bill  would  be  but  a  first,  yet  necessary  step,  in 
revamping  the  defense  structure.  As  to  the  Patterson-Forrestal  compromise  agree¬ 
ment,  the  board  found  its  terms  the  best  attainable.  The  War  and  Navy  Depart¬ 
ments  saw  this  legislation  serving  the  country’s  best  interests. 

Both  departments  presumed  that  the  agreement  and  the  proposed  unification 
bill  would  open  a  way  to  rid  duplication  and  other  inefficiencies  from  planning, 
logistics,  and  operations.  Mirroring  Eisenhower's  thinking,  the  War  Department 
contended  that  the  unification  bill  should  contain  broad  powers  to  allow  the 
Secretary  of  National  Defense  to  enhance  economy  and  efficiency: 

In  any  new  organization  the  administrator  (Secretary  of  National  Defense  and  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Army.  Navy  and  Air  Force)  must  be  given  a  free  hand  in  the 
determination  of  existing  faults  and  their  corrections.  It  is  impracticable  and  unsound 
administratively  to  attempt  to  fix  by  statute  the  details  as  to  how  an  administrator  is  to 
accomplish  this  task.50 


Army  Maj.  Gen.  William  F.  Hall  chaired  a  War  Department  board  whose  findings 
supported  the  Patterson-Forrestal  compromise,  in  the  light  of  organizational  problems 
encountered  during  World  War  II 
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The  War  Department  avoided  advocating  instant,  drastic  action  which  would  have 
upset  present  procedures  and  thrown  the  military  into  confusion.  It  judged  the 
details  of  reorganization  so  complex  that  the  process  would  develop  gradually  with 
functions  and  personnel  falling  in  place.  Thus,  the  bill  would  prescribe  two  years 
from  date  of  passage  as  the  time  during  which  personnel,  property,  records, 
installations,  agencies,  activities,  and  projects  would  be  transferred  between  the 
Army  and  the  Air  Force. 

A  major  part  of  the  rationale  for  unification  was  that,  over  a  period  of  years, 
tremendous  savings  would  accrue  by  doing  away  with  duplication  in  personnel, 
procurement,  intelligence,  training  facilities,  storage,  communications,  and  other 
common  services.  These  economies  would  not  be  forthcoming,  however,  until 
functions  had  been  assigned  through  specific  agreement  or  by  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  National  Defense. 


Struggle  over  Roles  and  Missions 

On  February  27, 1947,  while  the  Hall  Board  was  in  session.  President  Truman 
sent  to  Congress  a  draft  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947.  Truman  noted  that  the 
draft  had  been  approved  by  Patterson,  Forrestal,  and  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  It 
was  introduced  into  the  Senate  as  S.  758.*  This  legislation  would  create  a  National 
Defense  Establishment  comprising  the  Department  of  the  Army,  Department  of 
the  Navy,  and  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  A  Secretary  of  National  Defense 
would  preside  over  the  National  Defense  Establishment.  With  the  birth  of  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Department  of  the  Army  would  of  course  lose  the 
functions  of  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces.  The  draft  let  the  Navy 
keep  its  aviation  units  and  the  Marine  Corps.  As  recommended  in  the  Ratterson- 
Forrestal  draft  executive  order,  the  Navy’s  aviation  forces  would  be  responsible  for 
naval  reconnaissance,  antisubmarine  warfare,  and  protection  of  shipping.  As 
previously  noted,  Forrestal  was  prepared  to  accept  legislation  only  if  it  stipulated 
that  the  military  departments  would  retain  their  individual  autonomy  insofar  as 
administration  was  concerned,  a  point  agreed  to  by  Truman  and  Eisenhower. 

Still,  the  AAF  basically  wanted  a  strong  unification  bill.  This  entailed  not 
only  an  independent  Air  Force,  but  substantial  authority  vested  in  the  secretary 
who  would  head  the  military  etablishment.  AAF  leaders  thought  they  could  rely  on 
a  strong  Secretary  of  Defense  to  support,  among  other  interests,  the  Air  Force’s 
strategic  mission.  To  the  air  leaders,  this  mission  held  the  key  to  the  Air  Force’s 
receiving  the  largest  slice  of  the  defense  budget.  Spaatz  and  Symington  felt  they 
could  count  on  the  President  as  Commander  in  Chief  to  make  decisions  in  the 


*The  designation  in  the  House  of  Representatives  was  H  R  2310. 
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nation’s  best  interests.  In  March  1947,  during  unification  hearings  before  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  General  Spaatz  sought  to  counter  the  charge 
that  a  "Super-Secretary”  would  arrogate  excessive  power: 

The  Secretary  will  be  appointed  by  the  President  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
Congress  and  further,  the  President  prescribes  the  roles  and  missions  of  the  Army,  Navy 
and  Air  Forces.  The  Secretary  cannot  change  those  roles  and  missions  without  going  to 
the  President.  There  is  another  check  on  the  Secretary  when  he  comes  to  Congress  with 
his  budget.  Congress  controls  the  armed  forces  through  the  budget.'1 

General  Spaatz  was  asked  what  might  happen  if  the  Air  Force  Secretary 
testified  to  Congress  contrary  to  the  so-called  “Super-Secretary."  Spaatz  replied 
that  “if  he  was  right  and  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense  was  wrong,  he  would 
last;  if  he  was  wrong  and  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense  was  right,  he  would  not 
last.”  The  decision,  he  said,  would  depend  on  the  merits  of  the  case.  The  Air  Force 
would  get  what  it  needed  if  the  requirements  were  justified.52 

Spaatz’  strong  support  for  unification  stemmed  from  the  lessons  he  learned  in 
the  war.  The  United  States  did  not  want  another  Pearl  Harbor.  An  organization 
affording  unified  action  was  needed.  The  war  taught  that  a  separate  Air  Force  must 
be  created.  Spaatz  said  that  all  major  nations  had  accepted  this  conclusion  and  put 
their  air  forces  on  a  parity  with  their  armies  and  navies.  Unification  legislation 
should  be  supported  because  it  would  aid  badly  needed  integrated  planning  and 
unified  action.  It  would  provide  an  efficient  and  economical  organization.  Spaatz 
conceded  that  carrier  planes  belonged  to  the  Navy,  but  he  opposed  duplicating  the 
Air  Force’s  land-based  planes,  a  point  stipulated  in  the  draft  executive  order  on 
roles  and  missions.53 

The  AAF  Commander  had  long  been  concerned  over  the  Navy’s  land-based 
aircraft,  some  of  which  he  considered  to  be  strategic  bombers.  He  wanted  the  Navy 
to  have  land-based  planes  which  “formed  a  part  of  the  Auxiliary  Air  Force  which 
travels  with,  fights  with,  and  protects  the  fleet.”54  Spaatz  said  the  Air  Force  looked 
on  naval  aviation  as  a  secondary  arm  of  the  Navy  organized  to  fight  with  the  fleet. 
The  Army  Air  Forces  furnished  the  Strategic  Air  Force  of  the  United  States.  He 
held  that  the  Navy’s  patrol  bombers  had  characteristics  similar  to  the  AAF’s  long- 
range  bombers.  He  did  not  object  to  the  Navy  having  land-based  planes  so  long  as 
this  did  not  require  duplication  of  aircraft  and  their  support  complexes.  Such 
support  included  building  the  necessary  operating  bases.55  The  Navy  nevertheless 
pointed  to  its  policy  since  World  War  I  of  striving  to  develop  all  the  aircraft 
necessary  for  naval  warfare.  A  paper  prepared  for  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  in 
June  1946  said  that  during  World  War  II  the  Navy  had  discharged  its  respon¬ 
sibilities  for  defeating  the  German  submarines,  destroying  Japanese  shipping,  and 
conducting  amphibious  operations.  This  paper  asserted  that  land-based  patrol 
planes  remained  indispensable  for  these  kinds  of  activities.  The  Navy,  to  fulfill 
future  responsibilities,  must  provide  for  its  own  needs.56 

Symington  expressed  his  concern  directly  to  Forrestal.  From  the  moment  he 
had  taken  over  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  he  had  attempted  to  blunt 
apparent  Navy  encroachment  on  the  Air  Force’s  strategic  bombing  mission.  He 
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explained  to  Forresta!  that  the  AAF  thought  that  the  Navy  might  form  its  own 
Strategic  Air  Force.'7  Symington  had  made  a  point  to  Patterson  that  the  Navy’s 
“die-hard  attitude"  over  unification  grew  out  of  its  conviction  that  strategic  air  was 
the  key  to  future  defense  funding.  Consequently,  he  claimed,  the  Navy  would  do 
anything  except  relinquish  the  right  to  build  a  strategic  air  force.*  Symington, 
emphasizing  the  AAF  as  part  of  the  War  Department,  warned  Patterson. 

if  the  War  Department  loses  strategic  air,  the  days  of  the  War  Department  may  well  be 
limited  under  the  conception  of  the  new  warfare;  and,  therefore,  it's  of  just  as  much 
importance  to  the  War  Department  to  maintain  a  solid  position  against  two  strategic  air 
forces — which  would  probably  break  the  American  people — as  it  is  to  that  component 
part  of  the  War  Department — the  Air  Forces.'* 


*lt  is  difficult  to  find  direct  statements  about  the  AAF's  alleged  desire  to  gather  all  air  elements, 
including  the  Navy’s,  under  its  aegis.  At  a  meeting  of  the  Air  Board  in  December  1946.  Gen  George  C 
Kenney,  commander  of  the  Strategic  AirCommand.  talked  about  having  all  strategic  airelements  under 
one  group — the  Strategic  Air  Command.  Kenney  argued  that  the  Navy  was  building  large  earners  and 
long-range  reconnaissance  aircraft  as  part  of  an  effort  to  structure  a  strategic  air  force.  Kenney  made 
clear  f  :s  view  that  after  unification  the  Air  Force  should  make  a  strong  bid  to  gain  control  of  all  strategic 
air  elements.  (Fourth  Meeting  of  Air  Board,  Dec  3-4.  1946,  p  184,  in  RG  340,  (SAF).  Air  Bd  Interim 
Reports  and  Working  Papers.  MMB.  NA.] 


A  strong  voice  for  unification, 
AAF  Commanding  General 
Carl  A.  Spaatz  told  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee 
that  the  proposed  Secretary  of 
Defense  would  promote  effi¬ 
ciency  and  integrated  plan¬ 
ning  among  the  services. 
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As  if  to  illustrate  this  point,  Adm,  John  D.  Price,  commander  of  naval  air 
forces  in  the  Pacific,  was  quoted  in  the  press  as  having  said  that  the  Navy's  patrol 
bombers  (PV-2s)  were  being  modified  to  carry  atomic  bombs  on  long-range 
missions.  Symington  protested  to  Clark  M.  Clifford,  President  Truman's  special 
counsel,  that  there  was  grave  danger  that  the  Navy  was  building  a  duplicate 
strategic  air  force.  If  this  issue  could  not  be  worked  out,  Symington  said,  the  result 
would  be  a  battle  in  the  Congress  during  which  both  services  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  would  suffer.''* 

The  Navy,  desirous  of  keeping  land-based  reconnaissance  and  antisubmarine 
missions,  and  despite  the  Forrestal-Patterson  agreement,  wanted  roles  and  mis¬ 
sions  written  into  the  unification  legislation.*  Spaatz  and  Army  Chief  of  Staff 
Eisenhower  opposed  the  idea.  Spaatz  and  other  AAF  leaders  took  the  position  that 
roles  and  missions  should  be  approved  by  the  executive  branch  as  a  function  of  the 
Commander  in  Chief.  Should  the  legislative  branch  take  responsibility,  this  would 
withhold  the  means  by  which  the  authority  of  the  Commander  in  Chief  could  be 
executed.  The  AAF  view  was  that  the  legislative  branch  obviously  could  not 
command  military  forces.  Therefore,  it  could  not  withhold  power  necessary  to  the 
function  of  the  Commander  in  Chief.  General  Knerr,  Secretary-General  of  the  Air 
Board,  echoed  the  prevailing  AAF  opinion  that  proper  war  planning  demanded  that 
decisionmaking  be  highly  centralized  and  feature  flexibility  in  the  assignment  of 
military  tasks  and  responsibility.™  Proper  flexibility  could  be  achieved  by  execu¬ 
tive  order  realigning  roles  and  missions  as  circumstances  required.  This  flexibility 
could  not  be  had  by  resort  to  legislation.  National  security  should  take  precedence 
over  the  desire  of  a  single  service. fti 

Eisenhower  agreed.  The  question  of  roles  and  missions,  he  said,  could  not  be 
solved  by  promulgating  a  statement  or  plan  governing  every  phase  of  common 
effort  and  dictating  rules  by  which  each  service  would  operate.  Legislation  should 
not  be  designed  to  resolve  every  intensely  debated  detail.  Instead,  it  should 
establish  sound,  fundamental  principles.  Eisenhower  feared  that  attempts  by  the 
Navy  and  its  supporters  to  write  functions  into  the  bill  would  succeed  solely  in 
arousing  resentment.62  He  opposed  this  Navy  ploy  to  structure  a  detailed  “legisla¬ 
tive  pattern’’  for  unification. M 

While  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  wanted  a  single  civilian  head  of  military 
forces,  he  was  convinced  that  progress  in  coordinating  functions  should  be 


*A  succinct  appraisal  of  the  Navy's  view  on  roles  and  and  missions  is  in  Lulejian  &  Associates. 
History  of  the  Strategic  Arms  Competition,  1945-1972:  U.S.  Aircraft  Carriers  in  the  Strategic  Role 
(Supporting  Study,  Contract  N00014-75-C-02.17.  Washington,  1975):  “The  central  issue  in  this 
conflict,  as  most  naval  officers  saw  it,  was  whether  the  unification  of  the  armed  services  should  be 
allowed  to  restrict  what  they  perceived  to  be  the  traditional,  professional  military  prerogatives  of  the 
Navy  in  preparing  for  and  conducting  combat  operations.  The  Navy  .  .  .  with  the  Marine  Corps  and 
naval  aviation,  was  capable  of  conducting  warfare  operations  in  ‘three  dimensions — sea,  land,  and  air.' 
Such  operations  .  .  .  did  not  rival  the  Army's  wartime  responsibilities,  but  rather  complemented  them 
These  conclusions  had  been  reached  after  years  of  consideration  and  combat  experience,  and  the  Navy 
was  not  about  to  give  up  the  freedom  to  use  its  capabilities  as  it  saw  fit  within  the  general  concept  of 
future  war  plans.  Unification  threatened  this  freedom"  (p  1-61) 
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(Left)  Secretary  of  the  Navy  James 
Forrestal  received  Mr.  Symington's 
warning  about  the  dangers  of  forming 
a  separate  strategic  force. 


(Below)  W.  Stuart  Symington  and  Air 
Vice  Marshal  Sir  Arthur  Tedder.  As 
Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air.  Mr. 
Symington  opposed  the  Navy’s  de¬ 
veloping  its  own  strategic  bombing 
capabilities. 
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permitted  to  evolve  gradually.  He  knew  coordination  was  difficult,  each  service 
covetous  of  its  traditional  organization  and  missions.  Even  so,  the  services  could 
present  their  problems  to  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense,  whom 

each  service  will  learn  to  know  and  understand,  one  lo  whom  they  can  go  to  present  their 
aspects  of  a  problem,  their  point  of  view  ;  I  believe  it  will  provide  one  who  will  bring  to 
you  [Congress]  his  recommendations.  .  .  then  and  only  then  can  you  get  a  true  and 
complete  picture  of  the  National  Defense  set-up  on  which,  possibly,  you  could  base 
detailed  legislative  study. ** 

Eisenhower  presumed  the  services  could  accept  decisions  of  a  single  Secre¬ 
tary  of  National  Defense  who  would  be  concerned  solely  with  the  security  of  the 
country. 65  He  saw  nothing  to  fear  from  a  Secretary  of  National  Defense.  There 
were  sufficient  checks  by  the  Congress  and  the  Chief  Executive.  So  in  March  1947. 
Eisenhower  and  Spaatz  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  saying  they 
desired  to  grant  substantial  power  to  a  Secretary  of  Defense.  In  contrast,  Forrestal 
continued  to  espouse  the  concept  of  a  Secretary  as  more  of  a  coordinator  than  a 
figure  with  authority.  This  was  the  key  issue.  Forrestal  insisted  that  the  Secretary 
could  do  an  effective  job  of  coordination — but  that  he  should  do  no  more .  Forrestal 
visualized  a  Secretary  of  National  Defense  acting  through  the  heads  of  the  three 
departments.  His  assistants  should  be  few.66  Forrestal  thought  in  terms  of  ten  to 
fifteen  top  civilian  assistants  and  twenty  to  twenty-five  officers.  Symington  advo¬ 
cated  that  the  single  Secretary  be  empowered  to  remove  any  of  the  service 
secretaries.  Forrestal  dissented,  saying  that  in  the  first  place  the  Secretary  should 
have  the  decisive  voice  in  selecting  the  three  secretaries.67 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  clung  to  his  belief  that  the  National  Defense 
Establishment  would  be  too  large  to  be  successfully  administered  by  one  man. 
Eisenhower  resisted  having  a  coordinator  because  it  ran  counter  to  his  experience 
and  firm  conviction.  In  preparing  for  global  war,  the  United  States  needed  a 
Secretary  with  a  great  deal  of  authority  to  get  things  done.  Although  the  services 
had  cooperated  fairly  well  during  the  war.  there  had  been  “plenty  of  division  below 
and  above  the  surface  and  only  a  fool  would  suppose  that  everything  was  great  and 
that  now  no  changes  were  necessary  for  peacetime,  in  the  atomic  era."66  Striking  a 
prophetic  note.  General  Eisenhower  averred  that,  as  the  services  worked  with  the 
Secretary  over  the  years,  the  flow  of  centralization  toward  his  office  would 
undoubtedly  increase. 

Hearings  before  the  Senate  and  House  committees  went  on.  with  leading 
military  and  civilian  officials  testifying.  Then  on  June  5, 1947,  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Services  approved  S.  75S  with  amendments.  Both  the  Senate  and  the 
House  approved  the  bill  in  July  by  voice  vote.  A  conference  committee  worked  out 
the  differences  and  on  July  26,  1947.  the  President  approved  the  unification 
legislation  known  as  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947.  Among  its  provisions,  the 
act  established  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense  and  a  United  States 
Air  Force.  On  the  same  day,  Truman  signed  Executive  Order  9877  which  outlined 
the  functions  of  the  armed  forces. 
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Executive  Order  9877 

This  executive  order  was  identical  to  the  draft  order  that  Patterson  and 
Forrestal  had  sent  to  the  Chief  Executive  in  January  1947.  Truman  described  it  as 
an  assignment  of  primary  functions  and  responsibilities.  The  order  noted  that  the 
Navy  would  retain  naval  aviation  and  the  Marine  Corps.  Among  the  Navy’s 
functions  were  naval  reconnaissance,  antisubmarine  warfare,  and  protection  of 
shipping.  The  air  aspects  of  these  activities  would  be  coordinated  with  the  Air 
Force  including  aircraft  development  and  procurement.  Air  Force  personnel, 
equipment,  and  facilities  would  be  used  “in  all  cases  where  economy  and  effec¬ 
tiveness  will  thereby  be  increased.”69  Subject  to  this  proviso,  the  Navy  would  not 
be  restricted  as  to  aircraft  maintained  and  operated  for  these  purposes.  Regarding 
air  transport,  the  Navy  would  have  the  aircraft  necessary  for  internal  administra¬ 
tion  and  for  flying  routes  of  sole  interest  to  the  Navy  where  requirements  could  not 
be  met  by  normal  air  transport.70 

Air  Force  functions  encompassed  all  military  aviation,  combat  and  service, 
not  otherwise  assigned.  Specific  USAF  functions  were:  air  operations  including 
joint  operations;  gaining  general  air  supremacy;  establishing  local  air  superiority; 
responsibility  for  the  strategic  air  force  and  strategic  air  reconnaissance;  airlift  and 
support  for  airborne  operations;  air  support  to  land  and  naval  forces,  including 
support  of  occupation  forces;  and  air  transport  except  for  that  furnished  by  the 
Navy.71  The  order  further  charged  the  Air  Force  with  supplying  the  means  to 
coordinate  air  defense  among  the  services.72 

The  functions  of  the  Army  were  to  organize,  train,  and  equip  land  forces  for 
operations  on  land,  inch’  ing  joint  operations;  seizure  or  defense  of  land  areas, 
including  airborne  anr'  .  .c  amphibious  operations;  and  occupation  of  land  areas. 
In  addition  the  Army  was  to  develop  weapons,  tactics,  and  equipment  for  combat 
and  service  forces,  working  with  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force  in  areas  of  joint 
concern  to  include  amphibious  and  airborne  operations.71  The  Army  would  also 
assist  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  to  accomplish  their  missions,  including  the  provision 
of  common  services  and  supplies.74 

The  Air  Force  detected  conflict  in  some  cases  between  Executive  Order  9877 
and  the  National  Security  Act.  For  example,  the  act  said  that  naval  aviation  would 
embrace  air  transport  essential  for  naval  operations.  The  executive  order,  however, 
authorized  the  Navy  to  provide  the  air  transport  necessary  for  only  internal 
administration  and  for  travel  over  routes  of  sole  interest  to  naval  forces.71  The  Navy 
held  that  the  act  was  the  appropriate  authority  whenever  it  and  the  executive  order 
conflicted.  The  Navy  accordingly  argued  that  air  transport  essential  for  naval 
operations  was  actually  that  which  the  Navy  already  had.76 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Air  Force  deemed  the  executive  order  preeminent 
where  missions  were  in  question.  Congressional  committees  deliberating  over  the 
act  had  stressed  that  the  reason  for  injecting  statements  on  naval  aviation  and  the 
Marine  Corps  into  the  act  was  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  these  elements  of  the 
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Navy.  Delineation  of  roles  and  missions  was  properly  a  function  of  the  executive 
branch.  The  Air  Force  argued  that  differences  over  interpretation  of  the  executive 
order  and  the  act  should  be  resolved  “through  command  channels  provided  by  the 
Act  itself,"  namely  by  decision  of  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense  or  by  the 
President  himself.77 


National  Security  Act  of  1947 

In  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  253),  Congress  declared  its 
intent  to  provide 

a  comprehensive  program  for  the  future  security  of  the  United  States:  to  provide  for  the 
establishment  of  integrated  policies  and  procedures  for  the  departments,  agencies  and 
functions  of  the  Government  relating  to  the  national  security:  to  provide  three  military 
departments  for  the  operation  and  administration  of  the  Army,  the  Navy  ( including  naval 
aviation  and  the  .  .  .  Marine  Corps),  and  the  Air  Force,  with  their  assigned  combat  and 
service  components;  to  provide  for  their  authoritative  coordination  and  unified  direction 
under  civilian  control  but  not  to  merge  them;  to  provide  for  the  effective  strategic 
direction  of  the  armed  forces  and  for  their  operation  under  unified  control  and  for  their 
integration  into  an  efficient  team  of  land,  naval  and  air  forces.’* 

The  act  created  a  National  Military  Establishment,  to  include  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  (to  be  administered  as  individual 
executive  departments)  and  to  provide  for  coordination  and  direction  by  the 
civilian  secretaries  of  these  departments.  The  law  stipulated  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  would  be  a  civilian  appointed  by  the  President  as  his  principal  assistant  for 
national  security.79 

The  powers  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  were  to  establish  general  policies  and 
programs  for  the  military  establishment;  to  exercise  general  direction  and  control 
over  the  three  departments  to  abolish  duplication  in  procurement,  supply,  trans¬ 
portation,  storage,  health,  and  research;  and  to  supervise  and  coordinate  the 
defense  budget.  These  broad  powers  appeared  to  deliver  on  President  Truman's 
desire  for  firm  civilian  direction  of  the  armed  forces.  Nevertheless,  the  follow  ing 
proviso  considerably  negated  the  control  and  powers  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  from  presenting  to  the  President  or  to  the  Director 
of  the  Budget,  after  first  so  informing  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  any  report  or  recom¬ 
mendation  relating  to  the  Department  which  he  mav  deem  neccsary 

Since  the  law  in  effect  made  the  President  the  arbiter  of  last  resort,  the  final  appeal 
became  not  only  the  right  but  the  duty  of  the  incumbent  service  secretary.  Nor 
could  the  President,  in  turn,  refuse  to  hear  such  an  appeal.  By  permitting  appeal, 
the  act  implied  the  duty  of  the  Chief  Executive  seriously  to  entertain  it.* 


♦Following  passage  of  (he  National  Security  Act  of  1947,  Clark  M.  Clifford,  presidential  ,uh  isct 
informed  Truman  that  a  question  had  been  raised  as  to  whether  the  President  was  Commander  m  Ch.e1 
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Besides,  the  law  circumscribed  the  powers  themselves.  It  did  this  by  stating 
that  powers  and  duties  not  specifically  conferred  on  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
should  be  retained  by  the  service  secretaries.  Having  no  residual  power  of  his  own, 
the  secretary  was  severely  limited  in  the  authority  he  had.  The  secretary’s  charter 
to  exercise  “general  direction”  placed  him  at  the  start  in  a  weak  position.  The 
words  reflected  the  Navy’s  idea  of  the  secretary  as  a  coordinator  rather  than  as  an 
administrator.  It  revealed  the  naval  leadership’s  fear  of  the  secretary  as  a  potential 
man  on  horseback. 

The  act  specified  that  the  Navy  took  in  the  Marine  Corps  and  naval  aviation. 
Naval  aviation  consisted  of  combat,  service,  and  training  forces,  and  embraced 
“land-based  naval  aviation,  air  transport  essential  for  naval  operations,  all  air 
weapons  and  air  techniques  involved  in  the  operations  and  activities  of  the  .  .  . 
Navy.”81  Too,  the  Navy  would  be  “generally”  responsible  for  naval  reconnais¬ 
sance,  antisubmarine  warfare,  and  protection  of  shipping.  The  National  Security 
Act  required  the  Navy  to  develop  aircraft,  weapons,  and  tactics  of  naval  combat 
and  service  forces.  Matters  of  joint  concern  would  be  coordinated  between  the 
services.  Like  the  Army  and  Navy,  the  Marine  Corps  would  be  allowed  “such 
aviation  as  may  be  organic  therein.”82 

According  to  the  act,  the  United  States  Air  Force 
shall  include  aviation  forces  both  combat  and  service  not  otherwise  assigned.  It  shall  be 
organized,  trained  and  equipped  primarily  for  prompt  and  sustained  offensive  and 
defensive  air  operations .  The  Air  Force  shall  be  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  the  air 
forces  necessary  for  the  effective  prosecution  of  war  except  as  otherwise  assigned  and, 
in  accordance  with  integrated  joint  mobilization  plans,  for  the  expansion  of  the  peace¬ 
time  components  of  the  Air  Force  to  meet  the  needs  of  war. 85 

Hence,  the  National  Security  Act  used  broad  terms  in  setting  up  the  United  States 
Air  Force,  affording  the  Air  Force  latitude  in  organizing  its  headquarters  and  field 
structure.  As  mentioned,  the  Air  Force — like  the  Army  and  Navy — would  be 
constituted  as  an  executive  department  called  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and 
be  headed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  The  Secretary  would  be  a  civilian, 
appointed  by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate.  The  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  was  further  authorized  an  Under  Secretary  and  two  Assistant  Secre¬ 
taries,  to  be  civilians  appointed  by  the  President  with  the  consent  of  the  Senate.  As 
to  USAF  personnel  and  functions,  formerly  under  the  Department  of  the  Army  or 


of  the  Air  Force  in  the  same  way  that  he  was  Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Army  and  Navy.  Clifford 
instantly  asked  the  Department  of  Justice  for  an  opinion.  On  August  27,  1947,  Clifford  quoted  the 
Justice  Department’s  reply  to  the  President:  “It  is  clear  that  the  President  is  Commander  in  Chief  of  all 
the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States  comprised  within  the  National  Military  Establishment.  .  .  .  The 
phrase  “Army  and  Navy”  is  used  in  the  Constitution  as  a  means  of  describing  all  the  armed  forces  of  the 
United  States.  The  fact  that  one  branch  of  the  armed  forces  is  called  the  ‘Air  Force,'  a  name  not  known 
whe  .  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  and  the  fact  that  the  Congress  has  seen  fit  to  separate  the  air  arm  of 
our  armed  forces  from  the  land  and  sea  arms  cannot  detract  from  the  President's  authority  as 
Commander  in  Chief  of  all  the  armed  forces."  [Memo  for  the  President  fr  Clark  M.  Clifford,  subj: 
Scope  of  the  President's  Authority  as  Commander  in  Chief,  Aug  27, 1947,  in  RG  218,  Rcrds  of  the  US 
JCS,  Chmn’s  File  123,  “Memos  to  and  from  the  President,"  MMB.  NA.) 
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“as  are  deemed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  be  necessary  or  desirable  for  the 
operations  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  or  the  United  States  Air  Force,  these 
shall  be  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force.”®4  For  two  years  the  Secretary  of  Defense  should 
direct  the  movement  of  personnel ,  property,  and  installations  from  the  Army  to  the 
Air  Force. 

The  United  States  Air  Force  was  established  under  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force.  The  act  specifically  directed  that  the  Army  Air  Forces,  the  Air  Corps,  and 
the  General  Headquarters  Air  Force  (Air  Force  Combat  Command)  be  transferred 
to  the  Air  Force.  A  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF,  would  be  appointed  by  the  President  for  a 
four-year  term.  The  functions  of  the  Commanding  General,  GHQ  Air  Force,  of  the 
Chief  of  the  Air  Corps,  and  of  the  Commanding  General,  AAF,  would  be 
transferred  to  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.83 

All  officers,  warrant  officers,  and  enlisted  men  of  the  Air  Corps  or  Army  Air 
Forces  would  be  transferred  to  the  United  States  Air  Force.  Others  serving  in  the 
Army  components,  but  under  the  authority  or  command  of  the  Commanding 
General,  AAF,  would  be  transferred  to  the  control  of  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.®6 

Under  the  act,  the  principal  responsibilities  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  were  to 
prepare  strategic  plans  and  give  strategic  direction  to  military  forces,  to  prepare 
joint  logistic  plans  and  to  assign  to  thife  services  logistic  tasks  in  accord  with  such 
plans,  and  when  in  the  interest  of  national  security  to  set  up  unified  commands  in 
strategic  areas.  The  Joint  Chiefs  would  additionally  act  as  the  key  military  advisers 
to  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense.®7 

Aside  from  the  military  departments  and  the  JCS ,  a  War  Council  was  formed, 
consisting  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (chairman),  the  service  secretaries,  and  the 
military  heads  of  the  services.  The  council  would  advise  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
on  broad  policy  matters.®* 

The  act  also  created  a  National  Security  Council  (NSC)  to  advise  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  national  security  and  a  Central  Intelligence  Agency  to  report  to  the  NSC. 
Also  organized  were  a  Munitions  Board,  a  Research  and  Development  Board,  and 
a  National  Security  Resources  Board.  The  NSRB  would  advise  the  President  on 
coordination  of  military,  industrial,  and  civilian  mobilization.  Members  of  the 
NSC  included  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  and  the  Chairman,  National 
Security  Resources  Board.  The  NSC  had  the  duty,  under  the  President,  to  make 
sure  the  United  States  had  a  military  establishment  strong  enough  to  support  the 
country’s  foreign  policy.  Thus,  the  NSC  advised  the  President  on  the  integration  Of 
domestic,  foreign,  and  military  policies.  Under  the  NSC  the  CIA  coordinated  all 
intelligence  activities  and  evaluated  the  intelligence  collected. 

The  National  Security  Act  of  1947  gave  the  Army  Air  Forces  independence, 
but  it  was  not  exactly  what  any  of  the  services  had  originally  wanted.  Lt.  Gen.  Ira 
C.  Eaker  said  the  act  really  “legitimized  four  military  air  forces.”*9  However,  the 
architects  of  Public  Law  253  had  to  maneuver  within  the  realm  of  the  possible- 
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which  meant  compromise.  In  February  1947,  Symington  (to  become  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  in  September)  had  written  James  E.  Webb,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  that  a  better  bill  could  have  been  drawn,  but  “a  bill  which  we 
considered  better  could  not  have  gotten  everybody’s  approval;  and  therefore  would 
not  have  given  the  President  the  opportunity  to  show  agreement  to  the  Congress 
and  the  people.  I  don’t  say  this  is  a  good  book,  but  I  do  say  it  is  a  good  chapter.”9"  It 
was  a  starting  point,  a  first  step  toward  a  truly  integrated  establishment.  To  gain 
passage  it  had  taken  a  long  time,  a  great  deal  of  effort,  and  much  give-and-take  by 
all  concerned.  Symington  differed  with  those  critics  who  believed  that  the  Navy 
had  succeeded  in  structuring  the  unification  bill  expressly  to  suit  its  own  purposes. 
Nor  did  he  share  the  feeling  of  those  who  felt  that  Norstad  had  capitulated  to  the 
Navy’s  desires,  regarding  the  fact  that  the  post  of  Secretary  of  Defense  was 
structured  as  a  coordinator.  Symington  argued  that  under  the  circumstances 
Norstad  had  done  an  outstanding  job.’1  It  had  not  been  easy.  Of  all  the  Air  Force 
participants,  Symington  said,  “Norstad  should  get  the  most  credit  for  unification. 
In  the  days  when  it  looked  grim,  he  stuck  to  it.”92 

In  their  deliberations  on  functions  and  organization,  Norstad  and  Sherman 
faced  some  hard  realities.  They  realized  that  President  Truman  had  laid  out  the 
major  tenets  of  unification  organization,  namely  a  single  department  of  national 
defense  and  three  coequal  services  including  a  separate  Air  Force.  The  Navy  lost 
on  the  issue  of  Air  Force  independence  but  won  its  point  on  the  individual  services 
maintaining  their  “integrity”  and  thereby  their  flexibility  of  action  and  administra¬ 
tion.  Under  the  National  Security  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  would  be  a 
coordinator  as  the  Navy  wanted,  not  a  strong  administrator  as  desired  by  the  Army 
and  the  Air  Force. 

As  War  Department  representative  negotiating  with  the  Navy,  General  Nor¬ 
stad  found  himself  in  the  middle  of  sensitive  and  emotional  issues.  He  and 
Sherman  could  not  have  completely  satisfied  both  the  War  Department  and  the 
Navy.  Norstad ’s  especially  good  relations  with  Sherman  did  not  extend  to  the  rest 
of  the  naval  hierarchy.  In  general  the  Navy  fought  unification  legislation  up  to  the 
final  bill  and  enactment. 

Not  surprisingly,  Norstad  came  under  fire  within  the  War  Department  for  his 
unification  role.  It  had  been  necessary  for  him  to  sometimes  reject  what  he 
considered  to  be  selfish  interests  within  the  War  Department.93  Norstad  recalled 
that  just  prior  to  passage  of  unification  legislation,  General  Devers,  AGF  com¬ 
mander,  told  him  that  the  Army  thought  he  was  deliberately  compromising  its  best 
interests.94  There  was  some  similar  feeling  within  the  Army  Air  Forces  itself. 

failure  of  this  antipathy  to  disappear  after  enactment  of  the  legislation 
impelled  General  Norstad  to  ask  Spaatz  for  a  transfer  out  of  Washington.  Specifi¬ 
cally,  Norstad  suggested  that  he  leave  Washington,  preferably  with  a  reduction  of 
one  grade;  or  if  kept  on  the  Air  Staff,  that  he  not  be  promoted  in  grade  or  position.93 
Spaatz  and  Symington  turned  down  Norstad’s  recommendations. 

While  the  National  Security  Act  was  a  major  achievement,  it  was  likewise  an 
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James  Forrestal,  the  nation's  first  Secretary  of  Defense,  in  his  office  at  the  Pentagon, 
September  1947. 


obvious  compromise  in  which  the  services  yielded  on  matters  of  principle  to 
achieve  a  common  goal .  Neither  the  Army,  the  Army  Air  Forces,  nor  the  Navy  was 
entirely  satisfied  with  the  legislation.  The  outcome  left  unsolved  basic  points  of 
disagreement  between  the  services —  roles  and  missions  and  the  absence  of 
requisite  authority  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  Admiral  Leahy  wrote 
in  July  1947  after  the  unification  bill  cleared  Congress:  “If  the  history  of  the  British 
Royal  Air  Force  is  valid  evidence,  the  removal  of  our  Air  Arm  from  control  by  the 
Army  will  result  in  a  definite  reduction  in  the  efficiency  of  our  national  defense 
establishment.”96  Still,  the  1947  act  was  probably  the  best  legislation  that  could 
have  been  secured  at  that  time.  It  was  clear  to  Spaatz,  Symington,  and  Eisenhower, 
among  others,  that  in  the  future  the  defense  establishment  would  continue  to 
evolve  toward  unification. 

President  Thiman’s  first  pick  as  Secretary  of  Defense  was  Robert  P.  Patterson, 
the  Secretary  of  War,  a  man  highly  respected  in  the  defense  community  and  in  the 
government.  Patterson  declined,  explaining  that  his  financial  condition  dictated 
that  he  leave  the  government.  The  President  then  named  Forrestal  to  the  position 
even  though  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  had  fought  determinedly  against  unification 
and  a  separate  Air  Force.  In  certain  important  respects,  however,  Forrestal  was  a 
logical  selection.  He  had  headed  the  Navy  Department,  and  as  Secretary  of 
Defense  he  might  be  expected  not  only  to  get  along  with  the  naval  leaders — men  he 
knew  and  had  worked  with — but  to  enlist  diem  as  supporters  of  unification.  Having 
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President  Ihiman's  Defense  Department  appointments: 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  W.  Stuart  Symington  (above,  left);  Secretary  of  the  Army 
Kenneth  C.  Royal]  (above,  right);  and  Secretary  of  the  Navy  John  L.  Sullivan  (below, 
right),  being  sworn  in  by  Chief  Justice  Fred  Vinson. 
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championed  legislation  featuring  coordination  as  opposed  to  administration,  Fbr- 
restal  now  had  the  chance  to  head  a  National  Defense  Establishment  in  the  major 
role  of  coordinator.  The  New  York  Times  commented  that  Forrestal  was  the  logical 
choice  and  “the  happiest  one  that  could  be  made.”  Forrestal’s  selection 
is  the  best  guarantee  that  could  be  given  that  unification  of  the  services  will  be  carried  out 
intelligently  and  efficiently.  .  .  .  Selection  of  any  other  man  than  the  former  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  would  have  sent  unification  on  its  way  with  a  handicap.  It  has  been  painfully 
evident  that  all  through  the  long  hearings  and  debate  in  Congress  that  there  are  many  in 
the  Navy  who  still  distrust  the  whole  idea.  With  Mr.  Forrestal  as  the  Secretary,  the  Navy 
opponents  of  unification  will  know  that  there  is  at  the  top  a  man  who  has  an  intimate 
knowledge  of  their  branch  of  the  service  and  one  to  whom  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  spell 
out  in  detail  their  side  of  the  case  when  difficulties  arise.97 

As  Forrestal  and  the  naval  leaders  desired,  the  services  had  managed  not  only  to 
preserve  their  integrity,  but  to  hold  in  effect  a  veto  power  over  the  Secretary  of 
Defense.  On  the  issue  of  defense  itself,  Forrestal  had  warned  of  the  perils  of  instant 
demobilization.  He  believed  deeply  in  a  strong  national  defense. 

After  appointing  Forrestal,  Truman  named  Symington  to  be  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force;  John  L.  Sullivan,  Secretary  of  the  Navy;  and  Kenneth  C.  Royall, 
Secretary  of  the  Army.*  Having  been  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  since 
January  1946,  Symington  brought  topflight  management  credentials  to  his  new 
post.  He  had  also  shown  uncommon  ability  to  work  effectively  with  congressmen. 
Moreover,  he  nurtured  an  excellent  working  relationship  with  General  Spaatz.  This 
combination  of  Symington  and  Spaatz  held  the  promise  of  affording  the  new 
independent  Air  Force  unusually  fine  leadership. 


‘Symington  had  known  Forrestal  personally  for  years.  Interestingly.  Truman  had  asked  Forrestal 
about  Symington.  Forrestal  told  the  President  that  frequently  friends  found  it  hard  to  work  with  one 
another.  (Walter  Millis.  ed.  The  Forrestal  Diaries  (New  York.  1951).) 
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Independence  and  Organization 


No  Air  Force  can  be  created  by  legislative  action 
alone.  All  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  has  done 
is  to  give  us  the  green  light.  It  must  be  considered  an 
opportunity  and  not  an  accomplishment.  .  .  .  We 
cannot  pass  the  buck — to  the  War  Department  or  to 
the  Navy,  or  to  the  Congress,  or  to  the  people.  We 
certainly  cannot  afford  to  rest  on  our  laurels. 

Secretary-Designate  of  the  Air 
Force  Stuart  Symington, 
to  the  First  Annual 
Convention  of  the  Air  Force 
Association,  Columbus,  Ohio, 

September  15,  1947. 

The  creation  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  in  September  1947  was  both  an 
end  and  a  beginning.  It  marked  the  end  of  the  long  fight  for  independence.  It 
signaled  the  beginning  of  the  effort  to  bring  the  Air  Force  to  true  parity  with  the 
Army  and  the  Navy.  This  meant  that  over  several  years  the  Air  Force  would  have  to 
take  on  the  functions  and  personnel  that  would  enable  it  to  operate  completely  as  an 
independent  service. 1  Certainly  as  of  September  1947  the  Air  Force  was  a  long  way 
from  commanding  the  kind  of  critical  support  services  needed  for  true  indepen¬ 
dence.  Consequently,  the  Air  Force  began  immediately  to  plan  for  the  transfer  of 
various  functions  and  for  establishing  and  expanding  certain  necessary  technical 
services.  Of  immediate  concern,  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  Symington  and  Chief 
of  Staff  Spaatz  had  to  organize  and  staff  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  the 
Headquarters  United  States  Air  Force.  In  October  1947  the  headquarters  was 
reorganized  under  a  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  system. 

Organization  and  transfer  of  functions  and  personnel  were  not  the  only  critical 
matters  facing  Symington  and  Spaatz.  They  viewed  the  ongoing  struggle  with  the 
Navy  over  roles  and  missions  as  a  vital  part  of  the  drive  for  equality  with  the  other 
services.  What  some  air  leaders  called  the  “liberal  construction”  of  the  National 
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Security  Act  enabled  the  Air  Force  generally  to  organize  as  it  wished.5  Also,  the 
act  neither  delineated  functions  nor  gave  the  Secretary-of  Defense  statutory  power 
to  control  the  National  Military  Establishment.  As  a  result,  the  roles  and  missions 
controversy  not  only  continued,  but  was  exacerbated  by  the  administration’s 
austerity  program.  Besides,  the  Air  Force  was  especially  sensitive  to  the  need  to 
bring  its  forces  to  the  70-group  goal.  It  seemed  all  too  clear  to  the  air  leadership 
that  as  an  interim  objective  it  would  have  to  settle  for  considerably  less  than  70 
groups.  Though  not  underestimating  the  magnitude  of  the  tasks  ahead,  the  airmen 
did  enjoy  the  realization  that  the  long-sought  goal  of  independence  had  been 
achieved. 


“At  Long  Last” 

Establishment  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  United  States  Air 
Force  on  September  18,  1947,  elicited  a  wave  of  exultation  from  USAF  leaders. 
These  men — Arnold,  Spaatz,  Eaker,  Vandenberg,  and  all  the  rest — had  fought  for 
an  independent  service  prior  to  World  War  II,  had  led  the  AAF  during  the  war,  and 
had  brought  the  unification  struggle  to  a  successful  conclusion.  Now,  after  many 
years  and  many  battles,  their  faith,  vision,  and  plain  hard  work  had  paid  off. 

It  was  this  belief  in  the  idea  of  independence  that  brought  out  the  best  in  the 
airmen.  They  were  struggling  toward  an  objective  of  commanding  importance.  In 
the  sense  that  the  air  weapon  was  new  and  untested  before  the  war,  these  men  were 
sometimes  perceived  as  “revolutionaries.”3  Basically  pragmatic,  they  were  sure 
the  development  of  better  military  aircraft  would  solidify  the  Air  Force’s  position 
as  the  predominant  service.  They  were  apolitical  in  that  they  thought  primarily  in 
terms  of  advancing  technology.  The  battle  they  waged  over  many  years  was  carried 
on  by  a  relatively  small  band  of  men.  Symington  described  them  as  “a  tight-knit 
group  of  activists.”  He  added:  “We  were  determined.  It  was  a  hard  fight  and  it  was 
a  good  fight.  We  survived.”4 

The  war  had  afforded  them  the  opportunity  to  prove  their  theories  and  they 
made  the  most  of  it.  They  alleged  that  the  effectiveness  of  air  operations  during  the 
war  proved  the  case  for  independence.  Air  power  could  best  be  developed  by  a 
separate  Air  Force,  a  point  made  by  General  Eisenhower  himself.  And  the  air 
leaders  were  convinced  they  had  earned  the  support  of  the  public  and  Congress. 
They  accented  the  AAF’s  vital  contribution  to  victory.  Moreover,  they  asserted  that 
air  power  was  now  the  most  significant  part  of  the  nation’s  defense.  National 
security  demanded  a  strong  Air  Force  in  being. 

Not  only  airmen  harbored  these  views.  On  the  eve  of  the  Air  Force’s  creation, 
the  final  report  of  the  War  Department  Policies  and  Programs  Review  Board 
underscored  that  air  power  had  become  “the  first  line  of  defense.”3  The  nation 
would  support  only  a  small  peacetime  Army.  Traditions,  the  board  noted,  must 
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give  way  to  facts.  Foremost  among  these  traditions  was  the  emphasis  on  the 
importance  of  ocean  barriers.  In  arriving  at  the  size  of  the  peacetime  Air  Force, 
“the  favorable  psychological  effect  of  air  power  in  being  and  the  adverse  psycho¬ 
logical  effect  of  lack  of  air  power  are  factors  of  much  greater  importance  before  the 
initiation  of  hostilities  than  are  the  state  of  readiness  or  existence  of  other  types  of 
forces.’’6  Similarly,  the  President’s  Advisory  Commission  on  Universal  Training 
concluded  that  the  long  range  of  aircraft  and  the  existence  of  atomic  weapons  made 
it  imperative  that  the  United  States  maintain  a  “counterattacking  force.”  This  force 
should  be  able  to  retaliate  instantly  with  the  most  powerful  weapons.7  When 
Truman’s  UMT  program  bogged  down  in  Congress,  part  of  the  reluctance  to  accept 
UMT  stemmed  from  the  recognition  of  air  power’s  value. 

In  the  drive  for  independence,  the  airmen  had  received  considerable  help 
from  many  military  and  civilian  leaders.  Foremost  among  these  was  General 
Eisenhower,  whose  thinking  on  the  Air  Force  had  remained  constant  since  the  end 
of  the  war: 

I  am  particularly  anxious  that  the  existing  pleasant  and  friendly  relations  between 
ground  and  air  personnel  continue,  and  that  every  possible  means  be  adopted  to  insure 
that  legal  recognition  of  the  autonomy  of  the  Air  Force  will  serve  only  to  bring  us  closer 
together  in  friendship  and  in  performance  of  duty.* 

Complementing  Arnold,  Spaatz,  and  the  other  leading  airmen,  Lovett  and  Sym¬ 
ington  made  sizable  contributions.  Both  brought  to  the  Air  Force  a  sensitive, 
intelligent  appreciation  of  the  business  practices  of  American  corporations.  They 
were  certain  that  the  Air  Force  could  be  operated  like  a  large  corporation.  During 
the  war  Lovett  had  worked  on  production  problems.  He  assisted  Arnold  in  his 
attempt  to  make  the  AAF  autonomous  and  he  maintained  a  sound  working 
relationship  with  Marshall.  Late  in  the  war,  due  in  no  small  part  to  the  efforts  of 
Arnold  and  Lovett,  the  Army  Air  Forces  was  in  large  measure  operating  as  an 
autonomous  entity.  General  Marshall  had  assented  to  this  arrangement.  Lovett’s 
views  on  independence  generally  accorded  with  Arnold’s  and  Spaatz’s.  Lovett 
thought  that  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  had  been  unable  to  orchestrate  a 
maximum  war  effort  in  terms  of  efficiency  and  effectiveness.9  He  firmly  believed 
that  the  AAF  deserved  to  be  separate  and  to  enjoy  equal  consideration  in  the 
sharing  of  the  defense  budget.  In  his  relations  with  the  War  Department  and  other 
agencies,  Lovett,  like  Arnold,  felt  that  a  certain  amount  of  trust  should  exist 
between  friends  and  among  the  established  departments.10  These  relationships 
formed  the  cement  with  which  to  build  solid  programs. 

Most  men  who  had  in  one  way  or  another  participated  in  the  negotiations  over 
the  National  Security  Act  believed  with  Lovett  and  Symington  that  it  was  a  clear 
compromise.*  Here,  too,  these  people  concluded  that  the  successful  outcome  of 


•There  were  also  some  in  the  Air  Force  and  the  War  Department  who  thought  that  too  much  had 
been  compromised  away  to  the  Navy  as  the  price  for  the  Navy’s  approval  of  the  National  Security  Act. 
Norstad  was  well  aware  of  this  feeling. 


1S1 


PLANNING  &  ORGANIZING  THE  POSTWAR  AIR  FORCE 


the  negotiations  had  hinged  on  trust  between  men  in  positions  of  leadership.  This 
was  part  of  the  collective  frame  of  mind  of  the  air  leaders  upon  the  creation  of  a 
separate  Air  Force.  In  their  own  minds  it  had  been  a  long,  grueling  struggle.  On 
September  18,  Symington  and  Spaatz  wired  Arnold:  “At  long  last  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  came  into  being  at  noon  today.”11  General  Vandenberg  noted  that  the  airmen 
were  now  the  “masters  of  our  destiny.”12  The  air  leaders  savored  the  satisfaction 
resulting  from  so  many  years  of  hard  work  and  belief  in  themselves.  In  a  real  sense, 
the  arduous  striving  had  been  an  act  of  faith. 

The  majority  of  AAF  leaders,  Vandenberg  included,  realized  it  would  take 
several  years  for  the  Air  Force  to  secure  the  requisite  men  and  functions  to  be  on 
equal  footing  with  the  Army  and  the  Navy.13  General  Knerr  the  Air  Board  in 
September  1947:  “As  with  any  vigorous  organization  freed  n  onerous  restraint 
there  is  danger  of  its  feeling  its  oats  and  lashing  out  at  al  facies  at  the  very 
beginning.  Such  action  would  be  a  great  mistake,  for  we  ?  ly  do  not  have  the 
muscle  on  our  bones  to  carry  through  with  such  desires. 

Spaatz  and  Symington  also  sounded  a  cautionary  note  l  r  j  the  first  meeting 
of  the  Aircraft  and  Weapons  Board  in  August  1947.  With  the  advent  of  air 
independence,  the  major  problem  for  the  Air  Force  had  changed.  Though  it  had 
served  the  AAF  well  in  the  past,  publicity  was  not  now  to  be  the  main  ingredient. 
Caution  was  a  must.  First,  the  Air  Force  must  make  a  record  of  accomplishment  for 
itself.  The  byword  was  action,  deeds.  The  airmen  had  won  the  opportunity  to  prove 
they  deserved  the  independence  they  had  so  long  fought  for. 15  The  chief  objective 
now  was  to  build  a  strong,  effective  Air  Force  during  a  period  of  austerity.  This 
would  not  be  easy.  The  Hall  Board  had  shown  the  way  toward  a  potentially  orderly 
transition  from  Army  Air  Forces  to  United  States  Air  Force.  This  meant  using  the 
two  years  allotted  for  the  actual  transfer  of  necessary  functions.  The  National 
Security  Act  of  1947  did  not  confer  instant  parity  on  the  Air  Force. 


Establishing  the  Air  Force 

Together  with  General  Spaatz,  Secretary  Symington  epitomized  the  effective 
transition  between  the  fight  over  unification  and  the  actual  formation  of  an 
independent  Air  Force .  It  will  be  recalled  that  Secretary  of  War  Patterson  had  given 
Symington  the  job  of  shaping  and  driving  through  Congress  the  War  Department’s 
position  on  unification.  Patterson  had  instructed  all  members  of  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment’s  higher  echelons  to  coordinate  unification  matters  with  Assistant  Secretary 
of  War  for  Air  Symington.16  Symington  proved  especially  adept  at  dealing  with 
congressmen  and  in  communicating  AAF  and  War  Department  thinking  to  the 
public.  He  maintained  a  heavy  speaking  schedule  throughout  the  country  and  lost 
no  opportunity  to  voice  his  views  in  the  halls  of  Congress. 

Favorably  impressed  with  Symington's  administrative  and  business  talents, 
Truman  in  January  1946  proffered  to  him  three  possible  positions:  Assistant 
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Secretary  of  the  Navy,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  or  Assistant  Secretary  of  War 
for  Air.  Based  on  his.background  and  interest  in  logistics,  Symington  chose  the  air 
post  and  set  about  securing  passage  of  unification  legislation  through  Congress. 
Symington's  skilled  and  sensitive  hand  at  logistics  and  procurement  was  sorely 
needed  by  the  new  service.  Being  under  the  War  Department,  the  AAF  in  World 
War  11  had  no  opportunity  to  draw  contracts  and  follow  them  through  to  fruition.  It 
was  in  this  aspect  of  procurement  that  Symington  knew  he  could  make  a  contribu¬ 
tion.  After  appointment,  he  plunged  into  the  unification  fray  with  characteristic 
energy  and  determination.  Norstad,  who  worked  closely  with  Symington,  wrote 
Arnold:  “Symington  has  entered  into  this  game,  particularly  unification,  with  an 
inspiring  enthusiasm.  ...  He  is  doing  a  swell  job.  ...  He  is  very  definitely  a 
leader  and  has  the  intelligence  and  experience  to  make  it  count.  His  peculiar 
qualities  make  him  an  ideal  man  for  the  Air  Forces  at  this  time.”17 

While  not  Forrestal’s  first  selection,  Symington  was  the  natural  choice  to  be 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  Before  the  war  they  had  been  friends,  but  after  the  war 
Forrestal  and  Symington  clashed  as  they  promoted  the  policies  and  views  of  their 
respective  services.  In  addition  to  Symington’s  experience  as  Assistant  Secretary 
of  War  for  Air,  he  and  Spaatz  had  developed  a  close  working  and  personal 
relationship.  As  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  Symington  immediately  began  an 
intensive  campaign  to  secure  70  air  groups.  The  role  of  advocate  fitted  him  well .  A 
deep  believer  in  air  power  who  knew  logistics,  procurement,  managerial  tech¬ 
niques,  and  congressional  relations,  he  spearheaded  the  drive  to  steer  Air  Force 
requirements  through  Congress.  “My  theory  in  functioning  as  a  good  secretary,” 
he  recalled, 

was  forthem  [the  military]  to  make  the  balls  acd  I'd  roll  them.  .  .  .  I  had  a  Chief  of  Staff, 
and  it  wasn't  my  duty  to  get  into  everything.  He  built  the  picture  and  I  presented  the 
picture  because  that  was  my  job.  I  concentrated  on  two  things:  on  the  logistics,  to  be  sure 
the  taxpayer  got  a  good  return  on  his  investment  and  on  the  presentation  to  Congress .  so 
we  could  get  what  we  hoped  to  get."1 

Secretary  Symington  was  determined  “to  get  as  much  of  the  pie  as  I  could  for  the 
Air  Force.”19 

Beyond  strictly  Air  Force  needs,  but  nonetheless  related  to  them,  Symington 
saw  the  postwar  years  as  posing  a  stiff  challenge  to  the  United  States.  The  nation 
had  assumed  a  position  of  world  leadership — in  itself  unique  in  American  histo¬ 
ry — which  required  of  the  American  people  “a  responsibility  for  strength,  and  for 
sacrifice;  and  for  the  same  resolute  determination  in  peace  that  you  displayed  in 
war.”20  The  atomic  age  demanded  a  new  concept  of  preparedness  reflecting  an 
acceptance  of  this  responsibility.  However,  Symington  also  knew  that  ultimately 
the  military  would  have  to  scale  down  its  requirements: 

we  must  face  the  constant  compromise  between  what  military  authority  considers 
necessary  on  the  basis  of  maximum  security  and  what  is  finally  decided  as  the  minimum 
requirement  on  the  basis  of  a  calculated  risk.  .  .  .  This  must  be  the  case,  because  the 
maintenance  year  after  year  of  armed  forces  certain  to  be  adequate  to  handle  any 
emergency  would  be  such  a  constant  drain  upon  the  American  economy  as  to  destroy  the 
American  way  of  life  just  as  surely  as  would  conquest  from  without. Jl 
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Nevertheless,  there  remained  a  reasonable  minimum  below  which  national  se¬ 
curity  would  be  endangered.  Air  needs  had  to  be  stated  in  terms  of  the  task  at  hand. 
To  the  Air  Force  this  meant  70  air  groups  in  being,  capable  of  retaliatory  attack  to 
deter  potential  aggressors.  The  United  States  would  have  to  maintain  an  atomic 
deterrent  force  to  prevent  general  war.22  This  called  for  an  aircraft  industry  that 
could  produce  advanced  aircraft  at  a  satisfactory  rate,  and  for  an  adequate  training 
establishment  to  tum  out  sufficient  manpower. 

As  the  first  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  Symington  was  given  a  recess 
appointment  by  President  Truman  and  was  sworn  into  office  on  September  18, 
1947,  by  Chief  Justice  Fred  M.  Vinson.  Recess  appointments  were  also  received 
by  Under  Secretary  Arthur  S.  Barrows  and  by  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Air 
Force  Cornelius  V.  Whitney  and  Eugene  M.  Zuckert.  They  assumed  their  positions 
on  September  25, 1947.  The  Senate  confirmed  these  appointments  on  December  8, 
1947,  and  Truman  approved  permanent  commissions  the  next  day.23 

Under  Secretary  Barrows  was  a  former  president  of  Sears,  Roebuck,  and 
Company.  His  duties  would  embrace  procurement  and  production,  research  and 
development,  liaison  with  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  and  industrial  mobi¬ 
lization.  Whitney  would  work  with  government  agencies  on  civil  and  diplomatic 
affairs.  Zuckert  would  concentrate  on  programming,  cost  control,  and  organiza¬ 
tional  and  budget  planning.24  Selection  of  Barrows,  Whitney,  and  Zuckert  showed 


Hon.  W.  Stuart  Symington,  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  Gen.  Carl  Spaatz,  Air  Force 
Chief  of  Staff,  announcing  the  new  organizational  set-up  for  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force,  October  I,  1947. 
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Symington’s  penchant  for  picking  experienced  and  highly  qualified  executives  to 
serve  in  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  Symington  also  brought  with  him 
personnel  from  the  ^fice  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air.  At  the 
beginning,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  had  121  personnel,  68 
civilian  and  53  military.25 

Other  services  in  the  department  were  supplied  by  the  Office  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrative  Assistant,  under  the  direct  supervision  of  the  Air  Force  Secretary.  The 
appointment  of  John  J.  McLaughlin  as  Administrative  Assistant  was  made  perma¬ 
nent  on  December  14, 1947 . 26  Symington  also  appointed  a  Director  of  Information, 
a  General  Counsel,  and  a  Director  of  Legislation  and  Liaison.  He  later  set  up  a 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  Personnel  Council.27 

General  Spaatz  became  the  first  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  United  States  Air  Force. 
Lt.  Gen.  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg,  Deputy  Commanding  General,  AAF,  and  Chief  of 
the  Air  Staff,  became  Vice  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.  During  the  war,  he  had  been  chief 
of  staff  of  the  Twelfth  Air  Force  and  the  North  African  Strategic  Air  Forces,  and 
commanding  general  of  the  Ninth  Air  Force.  After  the  war,  he  had  been  Assistant 
Chief  of  Air  Staff  for  Operations,  Commitments,  and  Requirements,  had  sat  on 
intelligence  committees  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Secretary  of  War,  and 
subsequently  headed  the  Central  Intelligence  Board.  Brig.  Gen.  William  F. 
McKee  was  made  Assistant  Vice  Chief  of  Staff.  In  1943-45 ,  he  had  been  Deputy  to 
the  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff  for  Operations,  Commitments,  and  Requirements. 

With  the  Air  Force  now  an  independent  service.  General  Spaatz  instantly 
gave  high  priority  to  personnel  policies.  A  separate  promotion  list,  one  of  the 
AAF’s  major  objectives  of  long  standing,  was  finally  achieved  with  passage  of  the 
Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  381).  Also  called  the  “Promotion  Bill,” 
this  law  created  a  promotion  system  for  career  officers  of  all  the  services.  Putting 
the  Air  Force  and  the  medical  services  on  separate  lists,  promotion  was  by 
qualification  and  selection  rather  than  by  strict  seniority.28  The  Officer  Personnel 
Act  permitted  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  promote  officers  (Regular  and 
Reserve)  on  active  duty,  to  higher  temporary  grades.  At  the  time  of  independence, 
the  Air  Force  was  authorized  twenty  thousand  Regular  officers,  not  counting  the 
Regular  officers  serving  in  Arms  and  Services  with  the  Army  Air  Forces.  This  act 
let  the  Air  Force  Secretary  fill  vacancies  in  each  grade  permanently  regardless  of 
length  of  service.29 

As  Arnold  before  him,  General  Spaatz  was  bent  on  building  a  strong  postwar 
officer  corps.  Training  highly  qualified  officers  in  various  specialties  would  be  the 
key.  An  integrated  system  of  officer  training  would  be  developed,  centered  at  the 
Air  University  at  Maxwell  Field.30  Nonrated  officers  would  have  every  chance  to 
climb  the  career  promotional  ladder.  Air  Force  leaders  for  some  time  had  been 
convinced  that  nonrated  officers  needed  to  be  assured  that  they  could  make  decent 
careers  for  themselves  in  the  Air  Force.  General  Arnold  emphasized  this  often 
during  the  final  phase  of  the  war  and  also  immediately  prior  to  his  retirement.31  In 
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April  1947,  Maj.  Gen.  Fred  L.  Anderson,  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Personnel, 
said: 

There  is  nothing  in  our  present  career  planning  which  aims  at  guaranteeing  rated  officers 
exclusive  opportunities  in  the  Air  Force  of  tomorrow,  yet  we  know  that  the  rated  officer 
is  less  anxious  as  to  his  future  than  the  non-rated  officer.  1  believe  that  the  confidence  of 
the  latter  group  can  only  be  enhanced  with  time  through  the  impartial  implementation, 
when  appropriate,  of  our  present  plans  and  through  the  gradual  elimination  of  unwar¬ 
ranted  prejudice  barriers.12 

The  AAF  also  wanted  to  be  able  to  attract  United  States  Military  Academy 
cadets  who  might  be  thinking  about  electing  the  Air  Force  upon  graduation.  Of 
course,  cadets  who  wished  to  fly  would  be  attracted  to  the  Air  Force  for  that  reason 
alone.  Logically,  an  autonomous  Air  Force  would  offer  more  opportunities  for 
nonrated  people  than  the  Air  Corps  had  in  the  prewar  period.  The  end  of  World  War 
II  witnessed  a  shift  in  the  AAF’s  training  emphasis.  During  the  war  the  major 
consideration  was  to  bring  each  combat  unit  to  high  operational  efficiency.  Post¬ 
war,  and  in  the  United  States  Air  Force,  one  of  the  primary  objectives  would  be 
training  individual  officers  to  become  important  members  of  the  Air  Force.  Hence, 
the  value  of  career  development  to  these  officers.  In  the  future,  technology  would 
dictate  a  trend  toward  specialization ,  especially  in  the  higher  echelons  of  command 
and  staff.33 

In  addition,  the  Air  Force  desired  to  forge  strong  career  incentives  for  enlisted 
airmen.  Air  leaders  were  aware  they  would  have  to  compete  with  industry  for  able 
young  men.  To  keep  competent  airmen  the  Air  Force  would  have  to  give  them  the 
chance  to  advance.  Professional  and  technical  training  courses  would  be  available 
at  various  Air  Training  Command  schools.  Spaatz  was  persuaded  that  airmm 
would  have  to  be  educated  and  trained  beyond  traditional  military  concepts. 
Airmen  should  be  encouraged  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career.  34 

General  Spaatz  likewise  directed  plans  to  organize  the  AAF’s  civilian  compo¬ 
nents.  As  noted,  after  World  War  II  the  War  Department’s  basic  plan  for  the 
postwar  military  establishment  included  the  Regular  Army,  the  National  Guard, 
and  the  Organized  Reserve  Corps.  The  Active  Reserve  was  part  of  the  Organized 
Reserve  Corps.  The  War  Department  assumed  that  Congress  would  enact  UMT 
legislation. 

Established  after  the  second  World  War,  the  Air  National  Guard  from  the  start 
was  deemed  a  significant  element  of  the  postwar  Air  Force.  Before  the  war,  twenty- 
nine  National  Guard  aviation  observation  squadrons  had  been  activated,  manned 
by  about  forty-eight  hundred  personnel .  The  plan  for  a  postwar  Air  National  Guard 
essentially  reflected  General  Marshall’s  conviction  that  the  postwar  Army  would 
have  to  depend  upon  a  system  of  universal  training.* 

The  original  postwar  ANG  program  specified  514  units —  tactical,  service, 
engineering,  and  communications.  In  April  1946  the  120th  Fighter  Squadron 


•See  Charles  Joseph  Gross,  "Prelude  to  the  Total  Force:  The  Origins  and  Development  of  the  Air 
National  Guard,  1943-1969"  (Ph.D.  dissertation.  Ohio  State  University,  1976). 
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(Denver,  Colo.)  became  the  first  ANG  unit  to  be  activated.  It  gained  federal 
recognition  on  June  30, 1946.*  By  the  end  of  June  1947,  the  Air  Guard’s  assigned 
strength  totaled  10,341;  257  units  had  earned  federal  recognition.  Although  this 
seemed  to  be  a  reasonably  good  beginning,  the  ANG  was  far  from  able  to  play  its 
intended  role.  This  was  due  partly  to  a  reduced  training  program,  resulting  from 
the  Air  Guard’s  budget  having  been  slashed  in  February  1947.’ 35 

The  Air  Defense  Command,  established  in  March  1946,  had  responsibility 
for  the  organization  and  training  of  the  Air  Reserve.**  The  first  objective  of  the 
initial  plan  was  to  activate  40  of  130  planned  Reserve  training  bases.  The  aim  was 
to  conduct  a  program  which  at  the  start  might  be  described  as  “a  flying  club  with 
no  objective  or  training  other  than  pilot  proficiency.”36 

This  program  was  revised  by  Air  Defense  Command  in  September  1946  to 
encompass  nonrated  officers  and  enlisted  men  organized  into  combat  and  service 
units.  It  called  for  142,500  men  (17,500  rated  officers;  5,000  staff,  administrative, 
and  technical  officers;  and  120,000  enlisted  men)  to  be  trained  at  70  bases.  Also, 
others  might  be  affiliated  with  the  Inactive  Reserve.  However,  as  mentioned,  the 
February  1947  budget  cuts  forced  a  reduction  in  these  plans  and  thus  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  29  bases.  But  by  June  30, 1947,  over  400,000  air  reservists  were  enrolled  in 
the  Inactive  Reserve.  Seventy  of  a  planned  306  combat  wings,  groups,  and 
squadrons  had  been  organized  along  with  15  of  278  service  units.  Following  the 
February  1947  reductions,  2,883  pilots  and  1,330  aircraft  comprised  the  Air 
Reserve  program.37 


Organizing  the  Headquarters 

One  of  Spaatz’s  first  principal  decisions  as  Chief  of  Staff  was  to  reorder  the 
headquarters  under  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  system.  So  in  its  main  lines  the  AAF 
headquarters  reorganization  of  September  1945”  lasted  until  October  1947.  Be¬ 
tween  these  dates,  Spaatz,  the  Air  Staff,  and  the  Air  Board  mounted  a  major  study 
of  postwar  organization.  The  five  Assistant  Chiefs  of  Air  Staff  (A-Staff),  or  so- 
called  General  Staff  system,  had  generally  served  the  AAF  adequately — but  no 
better  than  that.  Anticipating  unification,  Spaatz  in  April  1946  ordered  General 
Knerr,  Secretary-General  of  the  Air  Board,  to  have  the  board  begin  a  detailed  study 
of  Air  Force  headquarters  organization.  If  it  should  then  be  decided  that  a  different 


•Federal  recognition  required  twenty-five  percent  of  officers  and  ten  percent  of  airmen  present  for 

duty. 

’By  May  1949  the  ANG  had  organized  the  5 14  units.  Tactical  organizations  included  72  fighter  and 
12  light  bomber  squadrons.  By  February  1950  the  Air  Guard  possessed  2,400  aircraft,  211  of  them  jet 
fighters.  By  the  start  of  the  Korean  War  in  June  1950,  the  Air  National  Guard  had  44,728  personnel, 
including  3,600  pilots.  [Gross,  pp  36-37.] 

••See  Chapter  FV. 

’’See  Chapter  IV. 
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structure  would  be  more  effective,  reorganization  at  the  time  of  unification  would 
be  directed.38 

The  board’s  natural  point  of  departure  was  the  AAF  experience  in  World  War 
II.*  During  the  war,  the  absence  of  clear  lines  of  authority  handicapped  the 
command  of  air  forces.  The  difficulty  of  eliciting  decisions  from  AAF  headquar¬ 
ters  impeded  the  smooth  functioning  of  subordinate  commands.  Because  this 
traditional  staff  system  was  not  flexible  enough,  attempts  were  made  during  the 
war  to  delegate  authority  to  lower  units.39 

At  the  AAF  headquarters  level,  a  sharp  delineation  of  function  and  respon¬ 
sibly  was  required,  with  sufficient  delegation  of  authority.  During  April  1946  the 
Air  Board  began  moving  to  the  conclusion  that  a  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  system  best 
met  these  needs.  The  deputy  system  achieved  this  (at  Headquarters  Air  Materiel 
Command,  for  example)  by  adopting  vertical  control  as  the  basic  principle  of 
organization  as  opposed  to  the  traditional  General  Staff  system  that  led  to  lateral 
dispersion  of  responsibility.  Hence,  the  deputy  arrangement  would  tend  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  appended  position  of  the  special  staff.40 

In  AAF  headquarters,  the  staff  structure  gradually  evolved  toward  a  func¬ 
tional  division  of  responsibility.  Within  their  own  specialties,  deputies  and  direc¬ 
tors  emerged  from  the  status  of  staff  advisers  and  participated  directly  in  the 
command  function.  The  war,  for  example,  stressed  the  significance  of  support 
services  (supply,  medical,  weather)  and  in  Europe  these  were  elevated  to  directo¬ 
rates.  Supply  and  maintenance  were  eventually  united  on  a  vertical  command 
basis,  cutting  through  all  echelons.41 

This  concern  about  authority  and  responsibility  was  another  way  of  noting 
that  under  the  staff  system  AAF  leaders  were  anxious  about  how  much  time  it  took 
to  get  a  top-level  decision.  In  March  1946,  immediately  after  creation  of  the  Air 
Board,  General  Knerr  wrote  Spaatz.  He  said  that,  when  the  French  general  staff 
structure  had  been  adopted  by  the  U.S.  War  Department,  land  armies  were 
decisive  in  warfare.  Wars  were  fought  at  a  slower  tempo.  Usually  time  was  of 
secondary  significance.  With  the  tremendous  increase  in  the  speed  and  destructive 
power  of  modem  weapons,  air  leaders  wanted  a  post-unification  organization  that 
would  sharply  reduce  the  time  required  to  make  decisions.  Among  time-consum¬ 
ing  factors  were  no  clear  policy,  split  responsibility  and  authority,  excessive 
coordination,  and  reluctance  to  accept  responsibility.42 

Knerr  indicated  that  military  organizations  might  be  structured  in  one  of  three 
ways:  a  ‘‘one-man  show,”  a  general  staff  system,  or  a  deputy  system.  He  quickly 
discarded  the  idea  of  an  organization  completely  controlled  by  one  man.  And  he 
asserted  to  Spaatz  that  the  deputy  system  would  be  more  adept  at  filling  a  policy 
vacuum  because  a  deputy  holding  responsibility  and  authority  would  “not  remain 
in  jeopardy  through  lack  of  a  policy  to  cover  his  actions.  A  general  staff,  on  the 


♦The  AAF  expanded  from  25,000  men  and  1,200  aircraft  in  1939  to  over  2,400,000  men  and 
80,000  planes  in  1943. 
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other  hand ,  having  no  command  responsibility,  is  too  often  content  to  let  the  matter 
slide.”43  Addressing  the  possibility  of  split  responsibility  and  authority,  again 
Knerr  suggested  the  deputy  structure  because  the  staff  system  required  cross¬ 
coordination  through  a  central  point — the  Chief  of  Staff,  which  usually  became  a 
chokepoint.  The  deputy  system  combined  responsibility  and  authority  in  one 
person.  From  top  to  bottom,  each  commander  had  to  deal  with  only  two  or  three 
people  to  have  something  executed  promptly.  Regarding  reluctance  to  accept 
responsibility,  Knerr  observed  that  the  staff  structure  nurtured  people 

who  like  to  'pass  the  buck’  ...  it  is  a  source  of  despair  to  those  who  are  not  so 
constructed  but  who  find  themselves  in  staff  positions.  The  deputy  system  is  a  barren 
prospect  for  ‘do  it  tomorrow’  people.  Caught  in  such  a  system  they  stand  out  as  the 
choke-points  causing  delay,  self-labeled  for  elimination.44 

The  staff  system  also  suffered  from  jurisdictional  confusion.  This  would  not  be  a 
problem  under  the  deputy  structure  wherein  each  deputy  operated  under  a  charter 
clearly  delineating  his  jurisdiction. 

Deputies  would  have  the  authority  to  decide  promptly  which  matters  should 
be  considered  by  the  Chief  of  Staff.  Experience  with  deputies  during  World  War  II 
in  the  European  theater  and  at  Wright  Field  revealed  that  three  deputies —  Person¬ 
nel,  Materiel,  and  Operations — might  provide  the  basic  organization.  Fundamen¬ 
tal  to  this  system  was  the  idea  that  no  intermediary  be  established  between  the 
Commanding  General  and  his  deputies.  The  function  of  directing  the  flow  of 
business  to  and  from  the  Commanding  General  should  be  done  by  an  administra¬ 
tive  assistant,  assigned  to  the  commander’s  office  and  without  command  respon¬ 
sibility  or  authority.45  Thus,  in  1946  the  Air  Board  and  Air  Staff  agreed  that 
operation  of  the  Air  Staff  was  unsatisfactory  “in  speed  and  efficiency  to  fight  the 
next  war.”46  General  Knerr  and  Lt.  Gen.  Nathan  F.  Twining,  Commanding  Gener¬ 
al  ,  Air  Materiel  Command ,  advocated  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  system .  Knerr  had 
also  made  his  views  known  to  Maj.  Gen.  Muir  S.  Fairchild,  Air  University 
commander,  who  then  organized  a  major  study  of  this  subject  (under  Maj.  Gen. 
Orvil  A.  Anderson)  by  faculty  and  students  of  the  Air  War  College. 

Study  findings  were  first  presented  to  Knerr  and  on  December  3,  1946, 
formally  to  the  Air  Board.  The  report  concluded  that  reorganization  should  be 
guided  by  the  principles  of  big  business.  Foremost  among  these  principles  was 
simplicity — everyone  should  be  able  to  understand  their  position  in  the  organiza¬ 
tion.  The  structure  should  have  unity  of  command  (“there  must  be  one  commander 
and  one  boss”)  and  must  be  compatible  with  the  mission,  featuring  delegation  of 
authority  coequal  with  responsibility.47 

The  Air  War  College  study  recommended  three  deputies:  Deputy  for  Person¬ 
nel  and  Administration,  Deputy  for  Materiel  and  Logistics,  and  Deputy  for  Plans 
and  Operations.  It  further  proposed  creation  of  an  Air  Combat  Command,  com¬ 
prising  SAC,  TAC,  and  ADC,  emphasizing  that  these  three  commands  should  be 
controlled  by  one  individual.  The  report  suggested  that  conceivably  air  defense 
forces  might  be  used  for  tactical  purposes  and  that  tactical  units  might  be  employed 
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Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  Knerr,  Secre¬ 
tary  Genera)  of  the  Air  Board, 
recommended  structuring  Air 
Force  headquarters  under  a 
deputy  system,  in  which  a 
commander  would  delegate 
authority  to  two  or  three 
individuals. 


? 

£ 


< 


As  a  major  general.  Muir  S. 
Fairchild  conducted  a  major 
study  of  the  proposed  deputy 
system.  The  Air  War  College 
study  advocated  establishing 
three  deputies  under  the  Air 
Force  Commanding  General. 
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in  air  defense  or  strategic  operations.4®  This  recommendation  stood  counter  to  the 
existing  organization,  featuring  SAC,  TAC,  and  ADC.  Since  Spaatz  and 
Eisenhower  had  come  to  concur  in  this  structure,  there  was  little  likelihood  it 
would  be  changed. 

General  Knerr  supported  that  portion  of  the  report  calling  for  three  deputies 
under  the  Commanding  General.  He  said  the  commander  should  delegate  a  certain 
amount  of  his  responsibility,  “because  one  man  is  not  capable  of  taking  care  of  all 
of  the  command  functions .  .  .  above  the  air  force  level  without  killing  him.”49  The 
Commanding  General  and  his  three  deputies  represented  the  command  function. 
Under  the  general  staff  system,  this  function  had  been  divided  among  members  of 
the  staff.  As  mentioned,  this  parceling  out  was  unsatisfactory  because  many  people 
worked  on  the  same  problem  without  arriving  at  a  solution.50  The  deputy  system 
was  an  attempt  to  free  the  Commanding  General  from  a  substantial  part  of  his 
workload.  Ideally,  the  commander  and  his  deputies  should  know  each  other  well 
enough  so  that  the  deputy  might  implement  what  he  knew  to  be  the  commander’s 
wishes.51 

After  the  Air  War  College’s  presentation,  the  Air  Board  agreed  in  December 
that  three  deputies  would  be  the  best  system  to  adopt  under  unification.  The  board 
informed  General  Spaatz  of  this  conclusion.  While  there  was  no  consensus  of  the 
Air  Staff,  most  of  the  staff  favored  the  status  quo — a  lateral  staff  structure.  Once 
more  Knerr  pointed  out  that  the  A-Staff  was  adequate  for  the  leisurely  study  of 
problems,  but  it  could  not  handle  what  would  be  required  of  it  in  the  future.52 

General  Kenney,  SAC  commander.  General  Twining,  and  others  backed 
Knerr ’s  stand.  They  underscored  the  need  to  delegate  authority.  What  Kenney  liked 
best  was  that  the  deputy  system  placed  control  at  the  top;  it  decentralized  opera¬ 
tions;  “too  often  we  see  the  top  crowd  trying  to  operate  as  well  as  do  the  primary 
job  of  organizing.  .  .  .  This  organization  [deputies]  .  .  .  decentralizes  operations 
to  the  operator.”*53  Twining  said  the  deputy  structure  (which  he  commanded  at  Air 
Materiel  Command  and  which  Spaatz  had  set  up  in  Europe  during  World  War  II) 
proved  especially  sound  because  it  produced  decisions.  On  the  other  hand,  the  A- 
Staff  system  slowed  decisions.54 

The  Air  Board  saw  the  three-deputy  system  as  most  suitable  for  a  large 
headquarters.  These  deputies  in  effect  should  be  commanders,  issuing  orders  in 
the  name  of  the  Commanding  General.  Each  deputy  should  have  directors  under 
him,  on  a  “staff”  level.  In  this  way,  the  staff  function  would  be  put  directly  below 
the  command  level.  Unlike  the  numbered  A-Staff,  these  deputies  would  have 
functional  titles  such  as  Personnel,  Operations,  and  Materiel.  As  General  Knerr 
put  it:  “When  we  come  to  the  autonomous  air  force  .  .  .  we  are  not  going  to  keep 


*Lt.  Gen.  George  E.  Stratemeyer,  ADC  commander,  agreed  with  Kenney:  The  deputy  organiza¬ 
tion  would  "get  these  people  out  of  this  operating  business,  and  we  are  annoyed  with  it  every  day  of  the 
world.”  [Fourth  Meeting  of  Air  Board,  Dec  3-4,  1946.) 
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our  hands  tied  to  the  old  archaic  system  of  numbering  and  lettering  they  have  in  the 
War  Department  staff;  we  are  only  doing  it  now  because  it  is  expedient."55 

By  using  three  deputies,  the  Air  Board  and  the  Air  War  College  aimed  to 
avoid  a  purely  advisory  staff  whereby  the  Commanding  General  made  nearly  all 
decisions.  In  contrast,  the  deputies  would  be  delegated  considerable  authority. 
Consequently,  on  December  4,  1946,  the  Air  Board  proposed  to  General  Spaatz 
“that  the  organization  of  the  autonomous  Air  Force  be  based  upon  the  principle  of 
decentralized  operation  as  set  forth  in  the  study  submitted  by  the  Air  War  College. 
The  essence  of  this  principle  is  the  delegation  of  command  authority  through 
deputies.”56 

Subsequently,  after  Forrestal  and  Patterson  had  reached  agreement  on  poten¬ 
tial  unification  legislation,  Spaatz  in  June  1947  directed  General  Vandenberg, 
Acting  Deputy  Commanding  General  and  Deputy  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  to  form  a 
team  to  integrate  the  recommendations  of  the  Air  Board,  the  Air  War  College,  and 
Air  Staff.  It  was  Vandenberg ’s  idea — having  accepted  the  deputy  concept — to 
combine  Operations  and  Plans  at  the  director  level.  He  also  advocated  that  the  Air 
Comptroller  be  placed  on  line  with  the  deputies.  The  Commanding  General  would 
be  called  the  “Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Force”  and  he  would  have  a  “Vice  Chief  of 
Staff.”  Under  them  would  be  the  deputies,  supported  below  by  directors.57 

Based  for  the  most  part  on  work  done  by  the  Air  Board  and  the  Air  War 
College,  Vandenberg ’s  report  to  Spaatz  bore  fruit  on  October  10,  1947,  when  the 
headquarters  reorganized.  As  planned,  this  new  structure  relieved  the  Chief  of 
Staff  of  much  work.  The  number  of  officers  reporting  directly  to  the  Chief  of  Staff, 
USAF,  was  reduced  from  thirteen  to  seven,*  as  follows:  Vice  Chief  of  Staff 
(Vandenberg);  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Materiel  (Lt.  Gen.  Howard  A.  Craig); 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Operations  (Lt.  Gen.  Lauris  Norstad);  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff,  Personnel  and  Administration  (Lt.  Gen.  Idwal  H.  Edwards);  Air  Comptroller 
(Lt.  Gen.  Edwin  W.  Rawlings);  Air  Inspector7  (Maj.  Gen.  Junius  W.  Jones);  and 
Secretary-General  of  the  Air  Board  (Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  J.  Knerr).  The  last  two  were 
not  directly  in  the  chain  of  command.  Thus,  this  reduction  of  the  number  of  people 
reporting  directly  to  Genera]  Spaatz  fulfilled  the  idea  of  giving  these  few  deputies 
authority  as  well  as  responsibility.** 

In  their  own  spheres  of  specialization,  the  Deputy  Chiefs  of  Staff  actually 
spoke  for  the  Chief  of  Staff.  The  Deputy  Chiefs  made  policy  and  supervised  their 
directorates.  Under  the  Deputy  Chiefs  and  the  Air  Comptroller,  there  were  twelve 


‘Eight,  if  the  Chairman  of  the  Scientific  Advisory  Board  was  included. 

’Redesignated  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  on  January  6.  1948. 

“Brig.  Gen.  Reuben  C.  Hood,  Jr,  described  the  new  headquarters  organization  as  a  consolida¬ 
tion  and  streamlining  "into  a  business  like  organization  designed  for  efficiency  of  operation  according 
to  the  highest  standards  of  American  business."  (Address.  Brig. Gen.  ReubenC.  Hood.  Jr..  Ch/Orgn 
Div,  Dir/Tng  i.  Rqmts,  DCAS/Ops,  "Organization  of  the  Headquarters  U  S.  Air  Force,"  to  Industrial 
College  of  the  Armed  Forces,  Dec  15,  1947,  J 
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directorate  offices  and  four  special  offices  (see  Chart).*  In  the  several  years  after 
the  October  1947  reorganization,  the  headquarters  structure  would  change  consid¬ 
erably  as  more  functions,  some  of  them  new,  needed  access  to  the  Chief  of  Staff. 


Planning  the  Technical  Services 

While  occupied  with  organizing  the  headquarters,  Spaatz  laid  plans  to  assure 
the  Air  Force  adequate  special  service  support.  The  War  Department’s  Hall  Board, 
which  had  convened  in  January  1947,  took  pains  to  stress  that  an  independent  Air 
Force  would  not  set  up  separate  special  services,  e.g. ,  its  own  medical  corps/  This 
point  had  been  previously  accepted  by  Eisenhower  and  Spaatz.  The  board’s  report 
stated  that  the  War  Department  would  continue  to  support  the  Air  Force  logistically 
after  unification.  Subsequently,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  would  be  in  the  best 
position  to  make  any  desirable  changes.58 

The  Hall  Board  suggested  that  each  department  should  have  a  chaplain 
organization  and  the  minimum  medical  service  for  basic  needs,  i.e.,  organic 
medical  service  for  troop  units  and  installations.  There  would  be  no  duplication  in 
the  general  hospital  or  medical  supply  system,  both  to  be  operated  by  one 
department  for  the  others.59 

Some  in  the  AAF,  like  General  Knerr,  were  wary  that  the  War  Department’s 
technical  services  were  trying  to  keep  the  Air  Force  dependent  upon  them  after 
unification.60  Hearing  of  the  AAF’s  fear  of  not  having  proper  support  from  the  War 
Department,  General  Eisenhower  reminded  Spaatz  of  their  agreement  on  separate 
services  for  the  Air  Force: 

I  have  repeatedly  stated  that  if  there  develops  an  intention,  either  in  Congress  or 
elsewhere,  to  set  up  such  completely  separate  special  services,  I  will  oppose  the  whole 
plan  with  all  the  emphasis  I  can  possibly  develop.  In  this  you  have  agreed  with  me 
unreservedly,  and  yet  it  appears  that  many  others  interpret  certain  features  of  the  Hall 
Board  report  as  announcing  such  an  intention.61 

The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  was  particularly  disturbed  about  the  medical  corps.  He 
endorsed  the  consolidation  of  medical  organizations  and  he  opposed  the  special¬ 
ization  of  aviation  medicine.  Regulations  to  assign  specialized  personnel  to  the  Air 
Force  should  come  from  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense,  who — Eisenhower 
emphasized — would  be  solely  guided  by  national  security  and  not  by  any  special 
interest.62  In  talks  with  Eisenhower  on  March  24,  1947,  Spaatz  reaffirmed  that  he 
had  every  intention  of  adhering  to  their  agreement  on  separate  services.  He  then 
reminded  the  Air  Staff  that  the  Hall  Board  report  called  for  unification,  not 
duplication.63 

Meanwhile,  Secretary  of  War  Patterson  was  perturbed  over  a  statement  in  the 
report  that  “the  proposed  legislation  neither  specifically  prohibits  nor  authorizes 


•The  Air  Comptroller  would  be  redesignated  as  the  Office  of  the  Comptroller  on  December  30, 
1947. 

’See  Chapter  V. 
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the  creation  of  common  supply,  procurement,  or  distribution  of  services."  The 
report  also  underscored  that  if  common  staff  agencies  were  created,  they  should  be 
established  by  contributions  from  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  and  not  by  creation  of  independent  or  common  departmental  logistic 
entities  to  support  the  three  service  departments.  Furthermore,  the  Patterson- 
Forrestal  agreement  made  clear  that  each  department  should  use  personnel, 
equipment,  facilities,  and  services  of  other  departments  in  cases  where  economy 
and  effectiveness  would  be  enhanced.  Patterson  reiterated  to  Eisenhower  that  the 
War  Department  was  committed  to  common  services.  Any  service,  he  feared, 
might  build  and  control  all  resources  required  for  a  specific  mission,  instead  of 
relying  on  resources  and  means  already  available  in  another  service.  Opposing 
duplication,  he  recommended  to  Eisenhower  that  the  Hall  Board  reconsider  its 
report.*4 

General  Hall  told  Eisenhower  he  was  in  accord  with  Patterson's  views.  The 
board  had  not  intended  to  propose  organizing  more  supply  and  technical  services. 
What  it  meant  to  advocate  was  cross-procurement  and  cross-servicing.  It  had 
advised  organic  medical  service  for  troop  units  and  installations  while  one  depart¬ 
ment  operated  the  general  hospital  and  medical  supply  systems.  As  to  quartermas¬ 
ter  service,  it  urged  that  common  quartermaster  activities  above  base  level  be 
performed  by  one  department  for  the  others.  However,  it  did  call  for  each 
department  to  have  its  own  chaplain.  After  unification,  the  Air  Force  would  still 
handle  the  logistic  functions  it  now  performed.  Air  Force  officers,  or  officers 
transferred  to  the  Air  Force,  would  continue  to  discharge  their  logistic  duties  in  the 
new  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  But  the  board  also  intended  that  the  Air  Force 
would  not  duplicate  organizations  now  in  the  Army  providing  services  for  both  the 
Army  and  Air  Force.  This  applied  to  construction,  real  estate,  operation  of  ports, 
general  hospitalization,  and  depots. *' 

Nevertheless,  Patterson  did  not  think  that  separate  chaplains  were  needed  or 
even  such  quartermaster  services  as  the  board  suggested.  Besides,  he  thought  the 
board  should  be  reminded  that  doing  away  with  competing  services  and  facilities 
was  the  common  aim.  “It  is  not  enough,”  the  Secretary  of  War  said,  "todeclarean 
intention  as  a  matter  of  policy.  It  must  be  supported  by  specific  recommendations 
without  equivocation.”**  He  insisted  to  Eisenhower  that  the  report's  wording  be 
changed. 

General  Hall  accordingly  wrote  Eisenhower  that,  while  the  board  knew  its 
report  rested  on  the  principle  of  abolishing  duplication,  there  were  statements 
which  had  been  interpreted  as  violating  this  principle.  He  therefore  recommended 
that  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Staff  send  this  statement  to  recipients  of  the  report: 
In  no  case  will  this  report  he  interpreted  to  violate  either  of  these  basic  provisions:  (I)  The 
Air  Force  will  not  set  up  additional  technical  services  as  an  immediate  result  ot 
Unification;  and  (2)  Service  support  of  the  Air  Force  by  the  Army  will  continue 
following  unification  with  the  understanding  that  the  Secretary  of  National  Defense  w  ill 
effect  such  changes  in  services  as  later  prove  desirable 
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MAJOR  AIR  COMMANDS 

October  10.  1947 


Air  Defense  Command 

Lt.  Gen.  George  E.  Stratemeyer 


Air  Materiel  Command 

Gen.  Joseph  T.  McNamey 


Air  Transport  Command 

Maj.  Gen.  Robert  W.  Harper 


Air  University 

Maj.  Gen.  Muir  S.  Fairchild 


Bolling  Field  Command 

Brig.  Gen.  Burton  M.  Hovey 


Strategic  Air  Command 

Gen.  George  C.  Kenney 


Tactical  Air  Command 

Lt.  Gen.  El  wood  R.  Quesada 


Air  Proving  Ground  Command 

Brig.  Gen.  Carl  A.  Brandt 


Air  Training  Command 

Lt.  Gen.  John  K.  Cannon 


7th  Air  Force 

Maj.  Gen.  Ralph  H.  Wooten 


Alaskan  Air  Command 

Maj.  Gen.  Joseph  H.  Atkinson 


Caribbean  Air  Command 

Maj.  Gen.  Hubert  R.  Harmon 


Far  East  Air  Forces 

Lt.  Gen.  Ennis  C.  Whitehead 


United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe 

Lt.  Gen.  Curtis  E.  LeMay 
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The  key  word  was  "immediate.”  In  time  the  Air  Force  expected  to  establish 
its  own  services. “  General  Hall’s  statement  was  disseminated  and  in  June  1947 
Genera!  Spaatz  directed  that  the  structuring  of  the  Air  Force  upon  unification 
should  adhere  to  the  principles  of  the  Hall  Board  report.69 

The  70-group,  400,000-man  postwar  Air  Force  had  been  approved  by 
Eisenhower  and  the  Joint  Chiefs.*  Even  so,  Spaatz  knew  there  could  not  be 
complete  autonomy  until  the  Air  Force  gained  additional  functions  and  personnel. 
Entailed  were  all  kinds  of  functions,  embracing  such  basics  as  laundry,  salvage  and 
repair,  and  commissary.  At  the  end  of  1946,  the  War  Department’s  major  compo¬ 
nents  had  been  broken  down  as  follows:  Army  Air  Forces — 400,000  troop  basis  of 
which  over  28,000  were  ASWAAF;  Army  Ground  Forces — 340,000  with  64,000 
personnel  of  the  arms  and  services.70  Army  Air  Forces  leaders  wanted  the  postwar 
total  of  service  personnel  to  be  counted  above  the  400,000  figure  rather  than  as  part 
of  it.  If  not,  then  in  effect  the  Air  Force  would  be  required  to  accept  a  reduction 
from  its  400,000-man  force. 

In  the  words  of  Maj.  Gen.  Earle  E.  Partridge,  Director  of  Operations:  “We  do 
not  feel  that  we  are  now  autonomous  because  we  can’t  support  ourselves  .  .  .  The 
number  of  people  transferred  to  us  determines  the  state  of  our  independence.  If  we 
get  the  functions  without  the  people  we  are  lost.  We  can’t  perform  these  functions 
without  reducing  something  else.”71  Partridge  said  that  in  the  last  analysis  the  AAF 
would  have  to  work  with  the  War  Department  to  transfer  entire  functions  along 
with  personnel.  The  problem  from  the  AAF  standpoint  was  that  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  remained  reluctant  to  transfer  military  and  civilian  spaces  to  the  AAF 
concurrent  with  the  transfer  of  certain  functions.  The  War  Department  controlled 
the  technical  and  administrative  personnel  assigned  to  the  Army  Air  Forces.  The 
progression  of  these  career  officers  was  managed  by  the  technical  and  administra¬ 
tive  services.  The  AAF’s  objective  was  of  course  to  have  its  support  personnel 
actually  serving  in  the  Air  Force.72  But  prior  to  the  achievement  of  independence, 
the  AAF  avoided  pressing  this  matter  so  as  not  to  antagonize  Eisenhower  and  the 
War  Department  toward  the  paramount  issue  of  autonomy.7’ 

Historically,  control  of  the  technical  services  had  varied.  Before  March  1942, 
when  War  Department  Circular  59  established  the  Army  Ground  Forces,  Army 
Service  Forces  (Services  of  Supply),  and  the  Army  Air  Forces,  all  units  of  the 
technical  services  were  governed  by  these  services  themselves.  They  were  respon¬ 
sible  for  tables  of  organization  and  equipment,  troop  basis,  activation,  and  train¬ 
ing.  From  March  1942  to  July  1943,  divided  responsibility  existed.  Frequently,  the 
AGF,  ASF,  and  AAF  activated  identical  service  units.  In  some  cases,  service  units 
allocated  in  the  troop  basis  to  Army  Ground  Forces  and  Army  Air  Forces  were 
activated  by  Army  Service  Forces  and  the  technical  services.  These  units  were 
trained  by  the  technical  services  of  ASF.74 


♦See  Chapter  II. 
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As  Director  of  Operations. 
Maj.  Gen.  Earle  E.  Partridge 
realized  that  to  be  truly  inde¬ 
pendent,  the  AAF  needed  to 
gain  both  the  basic  support 
functions  and  the  personnel  to 
perform  them 


With  very  few  exceptions,  split  responsibility  for  identical  service  units 
ended  in  July  1943  for  AGF  and  ASF.  Tables  of  organization  and  equipment,  troop 
basis,  and  activation  and  training  responsibility  were  assigned  to  either  the  Army 
Ground  Forces  or  the  Army  Service  Forces.  The  AAF  went  on  duplicating  a 
number  of  units  allotted  each  of  the  other  forces.  Technical  services  and  ASF 
continued  to  train  AGF  and  AAF  units  on  request.  Where  such  units  were  not 
trained  for  AGF  and  AAF,  cadres  were  furnished  by  the  technical  services  and  the 
Army  Service  Forces.  In  addition  to  training  units  and  providing  cadre,  the 
technical  services  and  ASF  supplied  or  trained  many  technical  specialists.  Officer 
procurement  and  training  for  administrative  and  technical  services  were  also  done 
by  the  technical  services  and  the  Army  Service  Forces.75 

Prior  to  creation  of  the  United  States  Air  Force,  one  of  the  major  goals  of 
General  Spaatz  and  the  Air  Staff  was  to  keep  officers  of  the  administrative  and 
technical  services  who  had  been  serving  with  the  AAF  and  had  been  included  in 
the  AAF  troop  basis.  These  ASWAAF  officers  worked  in  such  specialties  as 
adjutant  general,  chemical,  finance,  medical,  engineers,  and  transportation.  The 
AAF  also  wanted  to  absorb  functions  being  performed  for  Army  Air  Forces  by  the 
administrative  and  technical  services.7'’ 
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Spaatz  in  early  1947  repeated  that  ASWAAF  officers  should  be  considered  an 
integral  part  of  the  AAF  (and  eventually,  the  USAF).  He  did  not  want  anyone  to 
feel  that  these  officers  were  not  members  of  the  Air  Force: 

This  feeling,  if  it  becomes  general,  will  be  a  serious  blow  to  the  Air  Forces.  It  will  insure 
that  we  do  not  get  the  best  officers  from  other  branches  of  the  service  to  serve  with  us  and 
it  will  further  insure  that  such  officers  will  not  join  up  with  the  Air  Forces  as  permanent 
personnel  if  unification,  with  full  autonomy  for  the  Air  Forces,  becomes  a  reality.'7 

Spaatz  also  wanted  to  be  sure  officers  from  other  branches  were  used  in  their 
specialty.  With  the  advent  of  an  independent  Air  Force,  Spaatz  noted  that  his 
agreement  with  General  Eisenhower  specified  that  no  officer  would  be  transferred 
from  the  Army  to  the  Air  Force  without  authorization  of  his  branch  chief  and  the 
approval  of  General  Spaatz.  In  the  event  of  disagreement,  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff 
would  make  the  decision.78 

As  mentioned,  Spaatz  agreed  unreservedly  with  General  Eisenhower  that, 
upon  separation  from  the  Army,  the  Air  Force  would  not  at  once  duplicate  many  of 
the  Army’s  support  services  or  corps.  However,  the  Air  Force  did  intend  in  time  to 
man  its  technical  segments  with  its  own  personnel.  The  Air  Force  would,  for 
example,  have  its  own  engineer,  logistical,  and  air  communications  career  fields.79 
General  Knerr  commented  that  under  the  present  arrangement  the  Air  Force 
continued  to  be  the  “poor  relative  of  the  War  Department.”8" 

The  Air  Force  as  an  independent  service,  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy, 
planned  after  two  years  to  organize  its  own  technical  and  professional  services. 
Before  September  1947  the  Army  Air  Forces  had  set  forth  the  policy  that  technical 
and  professional  services  in  the  autonomous  Air  Force  were  needed  for  the  “high 
morale  essential  to  an  efficient  Air  Force.”81  A  proper  percentage  in  grades  of 
colonel  and  above  on  the  single  promotion  list  would  be  given  to  each  segment  to 
ensure  command  careers  for  officers  in  the  technical  and  professional  fields.  The 
fields  ultimately  to  be  created  and  their  manning  should  be  determined  as  circum¬ 
stances  dictated.82 

The  question  of  which  technical  and  professional  segments  the  Air  Force 
would  eventually  have  was  sensitive  and  controversial.  Air  Staff  members  held 
divergent  views.  Historically,  the  Army  had  formed  corps  and  by  September  1947 
there  were  twenty -eight.  The  oldest  corps  were  the  Signal  Corps  and  the  Medical 
Corps.  Several  new  corps  came  into  being  during  World  War  1  and  its  aftermath, 
including  the  Air  Corps.  Over  the  years,  new  corps  sprang  up  when  a  need  existed 
to  accelerate  development  of  a  specialty  whose  growth  was  being  inhibited  by 
absorption  into  the  command  staff  structure.  The  tendency  to  neglect  an  ongoing 
function  seemed  to  justify  a  new  corps.  Special  boards  investigating  Army 
problems  often  recommended  more  corps  as  the  solution. 

The  War  Department  General  Staff  had  tried  both  to  eliminate  and  consolidate 
corps.  It  had  little  success.  The  Army's  technical  and  administrative  services 
desired  to  keep  their  corps,  which  had  gained  considerable  influence.  Throughout 
World  War  II,  however,  the  AAF  had  made  a  determined — and  for  the  most  part 
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successful — effort  to  integrate  these  services  into  functional  organizations.  Thus, 
with  creation  of  the  United  States  Air  Force,  air  leaders  confronted  a  familiar 
problem,  laced  with  the  unique  aspect  of  the  Air  Force  as  an  independent  service: 
1(  is  not  difficult  to  understand  the  sincerity  which  motivates  recommendations  of 
specialists  in  each  field  of  the  Air  Forces  for  the  establishment  of  segments  representing 
their  specialty  with  adequate  authority  and  responsibility  to  insure  the  effective  and 
efficient  accomplishment  of  their  specialized  missions  as  members  of  the  Air  Force 
team.  .  .  .  however,  it  must  be  remembered  that  war  experience  has  repeatedly  taught 
the  necessity  of  completely  integrated  and  coordinate  action  *J 

Air  leaders  realized  that,  without  corps,  special  functions  were  apt  to  be 
submerged.  Career  progression  of  technical  and  professional  officers  was  imped¬ 
ed.  Moreover,  cross-training  had  jeopardized  the  development  of  skilled  special¬ 
ists.  Even  so,  air  officials  judged  the  case  against  specialized  segments  persuasive. 
It  was  based  on  the  conviction  that  personnel  were  likely  to  become  overly 
specialized  and  therefore  not  sufficiently  qualified  to  perform  general  duties 
during  national  emergencies.  Then,  too,  corps  spawned  duplication  of  functions 
and  frequently  “empire-building”;  allegiance  to  the  unit  was  diluted  by  loyalty  to 
corps;  corps  tended  to  make  services  fail  adequately  to  support  overall  operations; 
and  the  entire  organization  became  vulnerable  by  allowing  it  to  become  weaker 
than  its  elements.84 

Consequently,  the  Air  Force  in  October  1947  decided  on  utmost  integration  of 
its  personnel  while  assuring  some  recognition  of  specialized  functions.  The  Air 
Force  consensus  was  that  there  could  be  no  question  about  placing  the  “controlling 
reins  in  the  command  structure  where  they  belong  rather  than  in  separate  corps. 
The  delegation  of  authority  to  a  specialized  segment  should  be  the  prerogative  of 
the  commander  in  each  echelon  whose  operations  its  services  are  supporting.”85 
On  the  other  hand,  though  normal  operation  of  segments  should  be  through  the 
staff  structure,  agencies  in  the  staff  representing  specialized  functions  should  have 
direct  access  to  the  commander  in  each  echelon.86 

Also,  training  activities  should  emphasize  that  technical  and  professional 
services  be  given  every  consideration.  A  specialty’s  unsatisfactory  performance 
might  be  traced  to  its  receiving  too  little  support.  For  example.  General  Spaatz  felt 
that,  when  a  new  specialized  activity  had  achieved  recognition  in  the  highest  but 
not  in  the  lower  command  echelons,  a  temporary  corps  should  be  set  up  until  the 
specialty  had  reached  proper  stature.  He  thought  it  might  be  desirable  for  guided 
missiles  to  be  given  corps  status  even  though  its  personnel  requirements  were  still 
limited.  He  further  contended  that  segments  whose  distinctive  characteristics 
precluded  cross-training  should  be  delegated  more  authority  than  those  less 
specialized.  The  Medical  Service,  for  example,  might  be  given  jurisdiction  over 
all  personnel  in  its  field.  Career  fields  that  might  suffer  from  limited  opportunities 
should  not  create  unnecessary  positions,  but  rather  expand  opportunities  to  include 
duties  in  related  segments  and  in  the  staff  elements.87 

The  Air  Force  planned  for  a  specific  percentage  in  the  grades  of  colonel  and 
above  in  each  specialized  segment.88  Still,  the  allocation  of  senior  grades  should 
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not  be  in  direct  proportion  to  the  number  of  officers  in  every  field.  The  allotment  of 
spaces  for  colonel  and  above  would  be  based  on  the  scope  of  the  specific  function, 
amount  of  responsibility,  supervisory  positions  required,  and  finally  the  number  of 
officer,  enlisted,  and  civilian  personnel  in  each  particular  segment.  Highest  grades 
should  not  be  the  same  throughout  these  specialized  fields.  For  example,  if 
requirements  of  the  communications  field  justified  a  lieutenant  general,  this  did  not 
mean  that  other  fields  would  likewise  have  lieutenant  generals  as  chiefs.  Nor  did  it 
signify  that  chiefs  and  senior  officers  would  be  at  least  as  high  rank  as  comparable 
officers  in  the  Army  and  Navy.  The  Air  Force  view  was  that  the  significance  of  a 
function  was  not  the  same  between  the  services.  The  Army  Chief  of  Engineers 
might  be  a  lieutenant  general,  but  this  would  not  justify  a  similar  grade  for  the 
Chief  of  Air  Force  Engineers.  The  weather  specialty  in  the  Air  Force  might  well 
call  for  a  higher  rank  than  in  either  the  Army  or  Navy.*9 

The  Air  Force  opposed  establishment  of  corps  with  responsibility  for  assign¬ 
ment  and  control  of  personnel  vested  in  the  corps  commander.  Responsibility 
would  remain  in  the  normal  staff  structure  with  special  functions  subject  to  the 
chain  of  command.  In  this  manner  the  Air  Force  sought  to  avoid  the  Army's  history 
of  proliferation  of  powerful  corps  with  strong  vested  interests,  to  the  detriment  of 
the  overall  organization.  The  Air  Force  accordingly  organized  to  assign  officers  to 
a  command  and  guide  their  career  growth  either  within  a  specialty  or  broader 
progression  in  several  fields.  To  prevent  submergence  of  special  functions,  spe¬ 
cialists  would  have  access  to  the  commander  although  normal  operation  would  be 
through  the  proper  staff  agency. 90 

The  Air  Force  wished  to  encourage  cross-training  to  develop  personnel  with 
broad  command  experience.  But  a  minority  in  each  career  field  would  limit  their 
specialty  so  as  to  ensure  high  professionalism  in  that  particular  field.  In  addition. 
General  Spaatz  directed  that  separate  corps  organizations  for  physicians,  lawyers 
and  chaplains  would  be  authorized  in  a  so-called  Air  Force  Act  "in  order  for  them 
to  function  under  domestic  and  international  law."91  There  would  be  no  other 
exceptions. 

As  of  October  1947.  the  Air  Force  planned  to  establish  twelve  major  career 
fields:  medical,  chaplain,  justice,  aeronautical  engineering,  electrical  engineer¬ 
ing,  automotive  and  armament,  construction,  personnel  and  administration,  gener¬ 
al  supply  and  procurement,  information,  flying,  and  nonflying  tactical.92 

The  status  of  the  medical  service  presented  a  special  problem  to  the  Air  Force 
leadership.  Spaatz  had  long  thought  to  upgrade  the  medical  service,  once  indepen¬ 
dence  was  a  reality.  *  Air  operations  in  the  war  had  been  to  some  extent  handicap¬ 
ped  by  the  way  medical  support  was  set  up  in  the  various  theaters  of  operations. 
Army  Air  Forces  and  Ground  Forces  personnel  had  been  hospitalized  and  evacu¬ 
ated  through  the  same  medical  support  system.  The  special  needs  of  the  flyers  w^re 
not  considered.  While  the  AAF  operated  station  hospitals  in  the  United  States,  it 
did  not  participate  in  the  management  of  general  hospitals  where  treatment  was 


•See  Chapter  II. 
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prescribed  by  physicians  untrained  in  the  practice  of  aviation  medicine.9'  The  AAF 
believed  that  unification  presented  the  opportunity  to  change  this  system:  “It  is 
manifestly  undesirable  that  the  organization  for  Medical  Service  which  so  hand¬ 
icapped  the  Army  Air  Forces  continues  to  operate  to  the  detriment  of  the  United 
States  Air  Force.  It  is  believed  that  unification  affords  an  opportunity  for  corrective 
action.”94  Interestingly,  General  Eisenhower  thought  it  “absolutely  silly"  to  dwell 
on  aviation  medicine,  a  view  reflecting  his  reluctance  to  duplicate  medical  support 
facilities.  As  with  other  functions,  he  felt  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  should 
decide  which  ones  were  absolutely  necessary  for  the  Air  Force.9' 

The  military  services  had  presented  their  medical  service  plans  during 
congressional  hearings  on  unification.  The  Army  Surgeon  General  recommended 
a  single  medical  command  to  operate  a  common  hospital  system  for  the  military. 
This  command  would  be  headed  by  a  Director,  responsible  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense.  Conversely,  the  Navy  proposed  individual  medical  services  for  each  of 
the  military  services,  coordinated  through  the  Joint  Chiefs.  Like  the  Navy,  Maj. 
Gen.  Malcolm  C.  Grow,  the  Air  Surgeon,  advocated  separate  medical  services. 
Flowever,  he  suggested  that  coordination  be  done  through  a  Medical  Advisory 
Board  consisting  of  the  three  Surgeons  General  and  their  representatives.9* 
Seeking  to  reconcile  the  Army  and  Air  Force  plans,  the  Flail  Board  report 
recommended  a  separate  medical  service  for  the  Air  Force  with  general  hospitals 
staying  under  the  Army.  Yet,  the  board  urged  that  Air  Force  medical  service 
personnel  take  part  in  the  management  and  in  the  training  programs  of  general 
hospitals.  The  National  Security  Act  of  1947  did  not  deal  with  the  problem  of 
medical  organization.  Nonetheless,  after  assuming  office.  Secretary  of  Defense 
Forrestal  appointed  an  interdepartmental  medical  committee  to  study  the  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  military’s  medical  services.  The  USAF  stand  was  clear: 

The  Air  Force  has  not  attained  parity  so  long  as  an  operational  veto  remains  in  the  hands 
of  the  Army,  whose  failure  or  inability  to  provide  the  medical  attendance  required  by  the 
Air  Force  in  an  emergency  might  jeopardize  the  mission  of  the  latter  arm.  .  .  .  it  is 
difficult  to  minimize  the  effect  of  the  present  organization  upon  the  morale  of  these 
medical  officers  who  have  served  with  the  Air  Force  and  contributed  so  much  to  the 
advancement  of  aviation  medicine.97 

Months  of  study  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  by  the  interdepartmental  commit¬ 
tee,  and  at  the  service  level  would  finally  result  in  creation  of  the  USAF  Medical 
Service  and  in  the  establishment  of  the  Office  of  the  Air  Force  Surgeon  General  in 
June  1949. 


Transfer  of  Functions 

As  noted,  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947  established  the  United  States  Air 
Force  but  did  not  automatically  give  the  Air  Force  functions  equivalent  to  the  Army 
and  Navy.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  inherited  solely  those  functions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  as  were  then  assigned  to  or  under  the  control  of  the 
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Commanding  General.  Army  Air  Forces.  Over  two  years  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
was  authorized  to  assign  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  such  other  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  as  he  deemed  necessary  or  desirable,  and 
to  transfer  from  the  Army  to  the  Air  Force  appropriate  installations,  personnel, 
property,  and  records.9*  Thus  through  August  and  September  1947.  the  Air  Force 
had  to  figure  out  in  each  field  what  it  needed  in  personnel,  facilities,  and  funds  to 
discharge  new  or  enlarged  duties."  Since  necessary  business  could  not  be  allowed 
to  lapse  during  the  transition  period,  the  Air  Force  did  not  intend  to  take  over 
functions  until  ready  to  do  so.  In  research  and  development,  the  Army  and  the  Air 
Force  agreed  in  August  that  the  War  Department  need  no  longer  approve  the 
development  of  military  characteristics  for  AAF  equipment  or  the  testing  of 
materiel  used  by  the  Army  Air  Forces  alone.  As  in  other  functional  areas,  the  two 
services  disagreed  on  the  number  of  military  and  civilian  spaces  to  be  allocated  in 
research  and  development  from  the  Army  to  the  Air  Force.'"" 

Since  the  Army  Air  Forces  had  become  substantially  independent  long  before 
passage  of  the  National  Security  Act,  separation  of  the  AAF  from  the  Army  was  at 
first  largely  a  matter  of  realigning  departmental  control  and  jurisdiction.  Prior  to 
the  National  Security  Act,  the  Hall  Board  had  suggested  solutions  to  the  admin¬ 
istrative  and  organizational  difficulties  of  separating  the  AAF  from  the  Army. 


Serving  as  Air  Surgeon,  Maj. 
Gen.  Malcolm  C.  Grow  con¬ 
tended  that  the  Air  Force 
should  operate  its  own  medi¬ 
cal  service.  The  USAF  Medi¬ 
cal  Service  was  established  in 
June  1949  and  General  Grow 
became  the  first  Air  Force  Sur¬ 
geon  General 


\ 
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According  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  board’s  report  “provided  a  general 
blue-print  for  the  divorcement  of  the  Air  Force  from  the  Army.” 11,1  Other  studies 
were  completed  in  the  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  War.  After  enactment  of 
unification  legislation,  these  studies  guided  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  and  the 
Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  to  promulgate  policies  for  separation. 
These  subsequently  led  to  about  two  hundred  agreements  between  the  A  AF  and  the 
Army.  The  first,  signed  by  Spaatz  and  Eisenhower,  was  published  on  September 
15,  1947. 102 

Based  on  the  Hall  Board’s  work,  Spaatz  and  Eisenhower  had  directed  their 
staffs  to  work  out  specific  transfer  agreements.  Eisenhower  i  signed  his  Deputy 
Chief  of  Staff,  Lt.  Gen.  J.  Lawton  Collins,  and  Spaatz  as: :ed  his  Deputy 
Commander  and  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Lt.  Gen.  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg,  to  prepare  basic 
agreements  by  which  the  Air  Force  would  be  established  separate  from  the  Army. 
If  problems  arose,  Collins  and  Vandenberg  were  ordered  to  present  them  to 
Eisenhower  and  Spaatz.103  Agreements  would  not  be  implemented  until  the  Army 
and  Air  Force  staffs  said  they  were  able  to  transfer  a  particular  function.'"4 
However,  agreements  were  reached  and  in  mid-September  Generals  Eisenhower 
and  Spaatz  forwarded  a  numbt  r  of  these  to  Secretary  of  War  Kenneth  C .  Royall .  He 
in  turn  sent  them  for  approval  to  Secretary-designate  of  Defense  Forrestal .  Royall 
noted  that  both  he  and  Secretary-designate  of  the  Air  Force  Symington  were  in 
accord  with  the  agreements  and  believed  that  this  procedure  would  prove  sound 
and  sufficiently  flexible.105 

Among  other  subjects,  Vandenberg  and  Collins  arrived  at  policy  agreements 
on  service  support,  organic  services,  and  Regular  Army  officers.  Regarding 
support,  the  joint  agreement  stipulated  that  the  Army  would  continue  its  support  of 
the  Air  Force: 

Each  department  will  make  use  of  the  means  and  facilities  of  the  other  department  in  all 
cases  where  economy  consistent  with  operational  efficiency  will  result.  Except  as 
otherwise  mutually  agreed  upon,  cross-servicing  and  cross-procurement  as  now  in 
effect  will  continue  until  modified  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense.'"6 

The  agreement  on  organic  services  held  that  a  service  unit  organic  to  an  Air 
Force  group  or  wing  would  be  designated  as  an  Air  Force  unit.  One  not  organic 
which  performed  a  service  common  to  both  the  Air  Force  and  Army  (e.g.  an 
engineer  battalion)  would  be  considered  an  Army  unit  attached  to  the  Air  Force . 107 
Army  personnel  attached  as  individuals  or  as  units  supporting  solely  the  Air  Force 
would  be  listed  in  the  USAF  troop  basis.108  As  for  the  agreement  on  Regular 
commissions,  a  total  of  twenty  thousand  Regular  Army  commissions  would  be 
given  the  Air  Force.  Regular  commissions  for  officers  attached  to  the  Air  Force,  or 
with  Army  units  servicing  the  Air  Force,  would  be  part  of  the  Army’s  allotment  of 
thirty  thousand.109  The  Air  Force  found  that  the  adjustment  of  personnel  authoriza¬ 
tions  was  one  of  the  most  difficult  immediate  aspects  of  this  separation  process: 

In  view  of  personnel  ceilings  the  obvious  solution  to  provide  for  this  increased  load  and 
at  the  same  time  keep  our  troop  program  intact  is  by  allocation  of  authorizations  from  the 
Army  to  the  Air  Force.  However,  in  many  cases  the  Army  requirement  is  not  decreased 
in  the  same  amount  as  our  requirement  is  increased.  This  leaves  a  net  deficiency  that 
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must  be  made  up  from  Air  Force  resources.  An  interim  solution  is  feasible  to  meet  the 
need  for  military  personnel  and  the  eventual  solution  must  be  sought  through  realistic 
programming,  culminating  in  the  presentation  of  our  needs  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  to  the  Congress."1' 

Civilian  authorizations  proved  an  even  more  critical  problem  because  a  low  ceiling 
left  little  flexibility. 

In  specific  fields,  the  Air  Force  and  Army  concurred  that  for  at  least  a  while 
the  Army  would  operate  central  examining  and  recruiting  stations  as  well  as 
induction  stations.  The  Air  Force  would  furnish  a  proportional  share  of  personnel 
for  their  operation.1"  There  was  some  concern  about  the  Army’s  operating  recruit¬ 
ing  stations.  Gen.  George  E.  Stratemeyer,  ADC  commander,  contended: 

We  can  get  all  the  recruits  we  need  if  we  enlist  them  ourselves  and  go  out  and  get  them. 

But  if  we  have  to  do  it  through  the  Army  I  don't  know  .  .  .  I'll  just  issue  a  warning.  . 
whenever  there  is  a  chance,  where  they  are  going  to  take  something  over  we  are  entitled 
to.  we  have  to  step  out  and  insist  on  our  rights  and  recommendations."2 

In  the  case  of  central  welfare  funds,  the  Air  Force  would  receive  a  proportionate 
share  of  these  funds  as  determined  by  the  Central  Welfare  Board,  to  then  be 
approved  by  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  of  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force.  In  the  field  of 
intelligence,  it  was  agreed  that  the  Air  Force  would  assume  responsibility  for 
mapping  and  photography,  over  which  the  War  Department  previously  had  final 
review  and  control.  It  was  further  understood  that  the  Air  Force  would  provide 
official  liaison  between  military  representatives  of  foreign  governments  and  the 
new  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  Both  the  Departments  of  the  Army  and  Air  Force 
would  operate,  maintain,  supervise,  and  control  separate  attache  systems.  The  two 
departments  surveyed  the  field  and  decided  that  the  Air  Force  would  operate 
attache  systems  in  twenty-one  countries."5 

Unless  otherwise  directed,  the  Army  Audit  Agency — with  USAF  representa¬ 
tion — would  handle  contract  and  industrial  auditing  and  military  property  account 
auditing  pertaining  to  supplies  or  property  for  the  Department  of  the  Army  or  Air 
Force.  The  Air  Force  would  continue  to  administer  its  existing  disbursement, 
paying  its  own  military  and  civilian  personnel  through  USAF  command  channels 
in  accordance  with  accounting  directives  of  the  Army  Chief  of  Finance  or  such 
higher  authority  as  might  subsequently  be  designated."4 

The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  would  design  specialized  technical  facilities 
for  the  Air  Force.  The  Army  and  Air  Force  would  ascertain  their  needs  for 
personnel,  material,  and  services  and  also  business  requirements  within  their 
separate  budget  estimates  for  repairs  and  utilities  functions.  Each  department 
would  administer,  direct,  and  supervise  repairs  and  utilities  at  its  own  installations. 
The  Air  Force  would  prepare  and  defend  before  Congress  those  budget  estimates 
covering  USAF  personnel,  services,  and  material.  Where  cross-procurement  was 
affected,  the  using  department  would  provide  the  procuring  department  the  funds. 
As  to  cross-servicing,  the  department  receiving  the  service  would  furnish  the 
department  supplying  the  service  the  funds  as  mutually  agreed  upon."5 
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Both  departments  would  figure  their  own  needs  for  real  estate  and  con¬ 
struction  and  put  them  in  their  budget  estimates.  The  Army  would  act  as  agent  for 
the  Air  Force  in  acquiring  and  disposing  of  real  estate.  Too,  the  Army  was 
designated  contract  construction  agent  for  the  Air  Force.  The  latter  would  fund 
such  construction,  collaborate  on  specifications,  and  review  and  approve  contracts 
prior  to  awards.  It  was  spelled  out  that  if  USAF  requirements  were  not  being  met, 
the  Air  Force  could  do  the  job  itself  or  contract  for  the  work."'’ 

The  Army-Air  Force  agreements  by  themselves  did  not  transfer  functions  or 
personnel.  Following  creation  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  on  September  18, 
1947,  and  issuance  of  the  joint  agreements  worked  out  by  Collins  and  Vandenberg, 
Secretary  of  Defense  Forrestal  signed  and  published  a  series  of  implemental 
transfer  orders."7  Forrestal  emphasized  that  these  orders  would  be  mutually 
agreed  upon  and  written  by  the  Army  and  Air  Force.  Orders  entailing  extensive 
coordination  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  would  be  disapproved.  Transfers  that 
duplicated  organizations  would  also  be  turned  down  unless  these  functions  in  each 
service  were  absolutely  essential  (organic).  In  areas  where  Forrestal  felt  that  a 
reallocation  of  functions  was  in  order,  the  services  would  be  requested  to  submit 
recommendations.  Transfer  orders  would  be  sent  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  by  a 
joint  memorandum  signed  by  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army  and  Air  Force.  Funding 
would  be  adjusted  between  the  two  services  until  the  Air  Force  produced  an 
appropriations  plan  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  proper  con¬ 
gressional  committees."8 

In  1947  the  first  major  orders  transferred  personnel  and  some  primary 
functions  from  the  Army  to  the  Air  Force.  The  first  transfer  order  was  signed  by 
Forrestal  on  September  26, 1947.  It  stipulated  that  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Department  of  the  Army,  which  were  assigned  to  or  under  the 
control  of  the  Commanding  General ,  A  AF,  would  be  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  Also,  most  units  under  AAF 
control  were  transferred  to  the  United  States  Air  Force.*  The  initial  order  stated 
that  the  functions  of  the  Commanding  General,  General  Headquarters  Air  Force 
(Air  Force  Combat  Command);  of  the  Chief  of  Air  Corps;  and  of  the  Commanding 
General,  AAF,  were  transferred  to  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF."9 

All  officers  commissioned  in  the  Army  Air  Corps  and  officers  holding 
commissions  in  the  Air  Corps  Reserve  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force.  All  warrant  officers  and  enlisted  men  under  the  Commanding  General, 
AAF  (with  some  few  exceptions)  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  .1"  Officer  and  enlisted  members  of  the  Women’s  Army  Corps,  on  duty  with 
the  AAF.  would  remain  assigned  with  the  Army  until  enactment  of  legislation 
establishing  procedures  for  the  appointment  and  enlistment  of  women  in  the 
United  States  Air  Force. 121  In  addition,  the  property,  records,  installations,  agen- 


*The  exceptions  were  chiefly  some  engineer  and  medical  units. 
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cies.  activities,  projects,  and  civilian  personnel  under  the  jurisdiction,  control,  or 
command  of  the  Commanding  General.  AAF,  would  be  continued  under  the 
jurisdiction,  control,  or  command  of  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.'22 

As  mentioned,  transfer  of  functions,  units,  and  individuals  commenced  with 
the  first  transfer  order.  The  last  one  (Transfer  Order  40)  was  signed  on  July  22, 
1949.  by  Secretary  of  Defense  Louis  A.  Johnson.  By  June  30,  1948,  sixty  percent 
of  these  transfer  projects  had  been  completed.  They  covered  nearly  every  field  of 
military  command  and  administration  and  included  adjustments  relevant  to  per¬ 
sonnel  administration,  fiscal  matters,  intelligence,  organization,  training,  research 
and  development,  supply,  procurement,  operations,  and  other  fields  of  special  staff 
and  command  activity. 122  By  June  the  transfer  orders  signed  by  Forrestal  had  given 
the  Air  Force  jurisdiction  and  control  over  all  its  military  and  civilian  personnel. 
All  separation  projects  were  finished  by  the  end  of  the  two  years  stipulated  by  the 
National  Security  Act. 

According  to  Secretary  of  Defense  Johnson,  the  forty  transfer  orders  fulfilled 
the  intent  of  the  Congress  through  the  National  Security  Act.  to  grant  a  broad  legal 
basis  to  operations  of  the  Air  Force.  These  orders,  observed  Johnson,  had  fur¬ 
nished  the  Air  Force  “a  legal  basis  for  operations  comparable  to  that  of  the 
Departments  of  the  Army  and  Navy.”124  Provision  had  also  been  made  for  the 
Army  to  go  on  performing  common  services  for  the  Air  Force  in  finance,  hospital 
facilities,  quartermaster  administration,  and  transportation. 


Secretary  of  Defense  Louis  Johnson  (third  from  left)  converses  with  the  three  Secre¬ 
taries  of  the  Armed  Services  following  his  first  press  conference  after  taking  office. 
March  1949.  Left  to  right:  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  W.  Stuart  Symington,  Secretary  of 
the  Army  Kenneth  C.  Royall.  Mr.  Johnson,  and  Secretary  of  the  Navy  John  L.  Sullivan. 
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Epilogue 


In  this  day  when  a  quick  powerful  counterattack  is 
America’s  only  real  answer  to  aggression,  there  can 
be  no  question  that  we  need  the  world's  first  Air 
Force  It  is  only  through  the  global,  flashing  mobility 
of  the  Air  Force  that  we  can  hold  our  counterattack 
poised.  It  is  only  by  continuing  to  improve  and 
strengthen  the  Air  Force  that  the  counterattack  will 
have  sufficiently  impressive  substances  and 
weight.  .  .  we  feel,  with  deep  conviction,  that  the 

destiny  of  the  United  States  rests  on  the  continued 
development  of  our  Air  Force.  The  question  of 
whether  we  shall  have  adequate  American  air  power 
may  be,  in  short,  the  question  of  survival. 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Stuart  Symington,  to  the 
University  Club  of 
New  York  City.  January  10,  1948. 


The  question  of  how  best  to  organize  the  Army  air  arm  had  been  debated  as  far 
back  as  before  World  War  I.  Reorganization  had  become  a  bone  of  contention  soon 
after  the  formation  of  the  Aeronautical  Division  as  part  of  the  Signal  Corps. 
Although  air  forces  failed  to  play  a  major  role  in  the  first  World  War,  they  showed 
sufficient  potential  to  prompt  some  airmen.  Billy  Mitchell  among  them,  to  think 
that  the  air  arm  should  be  reorganized  and  eventually  given  independence.  For  the 
air  arm  to  develop  and  prosper,  the  airmen  argued  that  they  should  administer  and 
control  these  forces,  supported  by  adequate  funding.  Put  simply,  air  forces  should 
be  operated  and  controlled  completely  by  airmen.  Significant  though  its  potential 
may  have  been,  air  power  had  not  shown  that  it  could  substantially  affect  the 
outcome  of  war.  Between  World  Wars  I  and  II.  the  War  Department  leadership 
remained  convinced  that  the  airmen’s  missions  should  be  direct  support  of  ground 
troops  along  with  aerial  coastal  defense. 
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In  the  1930s  the  Army  and  the  Navy  clashed  repeatedly  over  the  coast  defense 
mission.  The  Navy  wanted  control  of  all  air  operations  over  the  water.  The  Air 
Corps  wished  to  be  responsible  for  air  defense  up  to  three  hundred  miles  out  to  sea. 
Aside  from  this  controversy,  some  airmen  reasoned  that  the  Air  Corps  had  an 
independent  role,  i.e.,  the  strategic  mission,  to  strike  the  enemy's  war-supporting 
resources  and  to  cripple  his  will  to  carry  on  military  conflict.  Nevertheless,  in  the 
1930s  the  concept  of  the  independent  mission  was  still  nothing  but  theory. 

For  the  Army  airmen.  World  War  II  was  the  turning  point  in  the  autonomy 
drive.  After  building  up  early  in  the  war.  the  AAF  in  1944-^45  successfully 
demonstrated  the  effectiveness  of  air  power.  Changing  doctrine  and  tactics  when 
called  for,  the  AAF  contributed  greatly  to  the  Allied  victory  in  World  War  II.  This 
display  of  power  furnished  the  air  leaders  the  evidence  they  felt  they  needed  to  win 
the  campaign  for  an  independent  air  arm.  They  insisted  that,  despite  setbacks,  in 
the  final  analysis  their  basic  assumptions  about  air  power  had  been  proved.  In  the 
ultimate  test,  the  air  arm  had  showed  it  could  be  decisive.  Thus,  they  reiterated  a 
conviction  expressed  long  before  the  war:  decisions  on  air  requirements  ought  to 
be  made  by  airmen  in  total  control  of  their  own  forces,  with  their  own  budget  and 
promotion  list.  This  meant  creation  of  a  separate  service.  Support  for  the  AAF's 
cause  came  from  several  vital  quarters.  Army  Chief  of  Staff  Marshall  backed 
General  Arnold,  with  whom  he  had  worked  closely  during  the  war.  Marshall's 
successor,  Gen.  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower,  fresh  from  triumph  in  Europe,  threw  his 
strong  support  to  the  drive  for  an  Air  Force,  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy  * 
The  public  and  the  Congress  also  seemed  to  favor  a  separate  Air  Force. 

During  World  War  II,  the  AAF  held  in  abeyance  its  major  arguments  for 
becoming  an  independent  service.  General  Arnold  had  naturally  agreed  with 
Marshall  and  Lovett  that  winning  the  war  was  the  top  priority.  Marshall  had 
promised  that  once  the  war  was  over  he  would  support  the  drive  for  a  separate  Air 
Force.  So  although  during  the  war  Arnold  generally  played  a  waiting  game  as  to  the 
subject  of  independence,  he  encouraged  and  directed  the  AAF  to  make  its  plans  for 
autonomy  and  postwar  organization.  He  put  great  emphasis  on  this  planning, 
which  proceeded  in  Washington  simultaneously  with  wartime  operations  in  the 
various  theaters.  He  and  his  planners  thought  this  activity  would  culminate  the 
many  years  of  striving  for  independence.  The  idea  of  air  independence  had  driven 
the  air  leaders  for  many  years.  It  had  never  been  absent  from  their  minds.  This  was 
true  during  the  war.  Arnold  never  lost  sight  of  what  the  “lessons”  of  the  war  might 
prove.  He  was  certain  they  would  buttress  the  cause  of  an  independent  United 
States  Air  Force. 


•Norstad  recounted  a  meeting  with  Eisenhower  in  May  !948.  According  to  Norstad.  Eisenhower 
stated  that  he  had  been  told  by  people  in  the  Air  Force  that  without  his  support  and  advocacy  an 
independent  Air  Force  would  not  have  been  possible.  Eisenhower  was  proud  of  the  part  that  he  had 
played  in  this  effort.  |MR,  Lt  Gen.  Launs  Norstad.  DCS/Ops.  subj:  Conference  with  General 
Eisenhower,  (1  May  1948),  May  7,  1948.  Gen  Lauris  Norstad  Papers.  1945—48.  Box  6  ] 
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The  air  leaders  stressed  the  preeminence  of  air  power  as  the  primary  rationale 
for  independence.  The  advent  of  ' he  atomic  weapon  and  the  achievements  of  air 
power  during  the  war  meant  that  the  roles  of  the  ground  and  naval  forces  had 
diminished.  The  Air  Force  was  now  the  “first  line  of  defense."  The  oceans  no 
longer  insulated  America  from  the  rude  shocks  of  war.  The  advantages  of  time  and 
space  had  vanished.  The  character  of  war  had  changed.  Destruction  caused  by 
years  of  bombing  could  now  occur  in  a  Hash.  “A  world  accustomed  to  thinking  it 
horrible  that  wars  should  last  four  or  five  years."  wrote  defense  analyst  Bernard 
Brodie,  “is  now  appalled  at  the  prospect  that  future  wars  may  last  only  a  few 
days.”1  Now  even  a  few  bombers  penetrating  enemy  territory  could  lea  '  tremen¬ 
dous  destruction.  It  could  be  argued  that  the  atomic  bomb  had  resurrected  Giulio 
Douhet.  War  had  become  total.  The  United  States  was  vulnerable  to  the  most 
devastating  kind  of  warfare.  There  would  no  longer  be  sufficient  time  to  mobilize. 
The  era  of  come-from-behind  victories  was  over.  The  second  World  War  was  the 
last  of  its  kind.  The  greatest  danger  now  stemmed  from  a  possible  future  surprise 
attack  by  atomic  bombers  flying  across  the  northern  polar  regions  to  targets  in  the 
industrial  and  population  centers  of  North  America. 

Even  so,  military  planners  and  AAF  leaders  acknowledged  that  the  advent  of 
the  atomic  weapon  had  not  made  all  weapons  and  strategies  obsolete.  The  Army 
Air  Forces  accented  the  importance  of  conventional  weapons  and  warfare.  Spaatz 
no  doubt  agreed  with  the  airpower  advocate  Alexander  P.  deSeversky.  who 
asserted  that  despite  the  A-bomb’s  demonstrated  destructiveness,  it  did  have 
“known  limitations.”  Writing  to  Secretary  of  War  Patterson.  deSeversky  said  the 
essential  concepts  of  military  strategy  still  applied:  “Human  conflict,  though  more 
destructive  than  ever  before,  will  continue  to  be  possible:  that  the  one-hour  or  one- 
day  war  of  popular  journalism  is  nonsensical;  that  those  who  see  the  end  of  the 
world  and  the  suicide  of  civilization  reflect  neither  good  science,  good  logic  nor 
good  public  policy.”’ 

Amold  had  always  stressed  the  connection  between  wartime  operations  and 
postwar  planning.  He  had  led  the  vast  buildup  of  the  AAF  in  1942-44  While 
commanding  worldwide  air  forces  during  the  last  two  years  of  the  war.  he  had  set 
his  mind  to  assuring  the  success  of  the  drive  for  independence  and  to  completing 
plans  for  the  AAF’s  reorganization.  He  wanted  to  be  sure  that  the  broad  outline  for 
the  Air  Force  of  the  future  was  fixed  prior  to  passing  the  mantle  to  Spaatz.  In  his 
wartime  command  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  and  in  his  vision  of  a  postwar  Air  Force. 
Arnold  displayed  his  considerable  skill  at  relating  the  complex  parts  of  a  mosaic. 
Though  not  a  brilliant  strategic  thinker,  he  understood  the  relationship  between 
command  and  the  many  critical  support  functions  without  which  successful 
leadership  was  impossible.  He  had  always  kept  his  lines  of  communication  open 
with  leading  American  aviation  industrialists  and  with  the  scientific  community. 
Moreover,  he  had  the  gift  of  recognizing  leadership  in  his  subordinates. 

To  his  critics,  he  seemed  an  impatient  promoter  who  lacked  understanding  of 
the  crucial  details  of  operations.  But  Arnold  had  a  far  better  grasp  of  the  basics  of 
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operations  than  many  gave  him  credit  for.  He  appreciated  how  necessary  it  was  for 
the  AAF  to  show  results.  He  was  under  tremendous  pressure  in  Washington. 
President  Roosevelt  had  not  only  approved  but  had  initiated  a  huge  buildup  of  air 
power.  Direction  of  this  expansion  was  an  astonishingly  difficult  and  complex  task. 
Results  were  slow  in  coming  and  during  1943  Arnold  clearly  became  frustrated. 
However,  he  persevered,  changing  plans  and  strategy  when  necessary,  and  com¬ 
manders  when  in  his  judgment  they  failed  to  produce. 

Having  finally  seen  his  forces  unleash  the  awesome  destructiveness  of  air 
power.  General  Arnold  was  dead  set  on  seeing  that  the  Air  Force  would  not  again  be 
caught  unprepared  for  war.  He  perceived  that  a  future  war  might  erupt  w'ith 
dramatic  suddenness.  Hence  the  immense  importance  of  a  sound  research  and 
development  program.  He  instructed  his  friend.  Theodore  von  Kantian,  to  form  a 
scientific  group  to  chart  the  course  of  research  and  development  for  the  Air  Force. 

Arnold  plotted  the  course  for  independence  and  internal  reorganization  of  the 
Air  Force.  He  depended  upon  the  skills  of  the  unusually  competent  General  Carl 
A.  Spaatz.  Wartime  commander  of  the  strategic  air  forces.  Spaatz  would  ensure 
that  the  plans  developed  before  the  end  of  the  war  would  bear  fruit.  Arnold  knew 
that  in  Spaatz  he  had  a  man  he  could  trust  and  count  on.  Tooey  Spaatz  had  earned 
the  respect  of  the  new  Army  Chief  of  Staff.  General  Eisenhower,  who  described 
him  as  “the  best  operational  airman  in  the  world."*  Spaatz  and  Eisenhower  had 
worked  extremely  well  together  in  the  war.  Both  preferred  quiet  competence  to 
flamboyance  and  self-promotion.  Their  styles  suited  each  other.  More  important, 
they  had  long  agreed  on  the  crucial  issues.  Eisenhower  backed  air  independence. 
On  the  matter  of  tactical  support  of  the  ground  armies,  he  and  Spaatz  could  work 
out  a  satisfactory  organizational  solution.  After  so  long,  the  way  would  be  cleared 
for  creation  of  the  United  States  Air  Force.  Arnold  and  Spaatz  appreciated  that 
Eisenhower’s  strong  support  would  assure  success,  despite  the  considerable  op¬ 
position  of  the  Navy  and  its  congressional  allies.  This  was  an  era  when  it  was  still 
possible  for  a  relatively  few  men  to  make  the  crucial  decisions  that  would  affect 
military  organization  and  forces  for  a  iong  time.  The  process  of  immediate  postwar 
AAF  internal  decision-making  was  a  holdover  from  the  war  years. 

The  Army  Air  Forces  postwar  planning  started  in  1943  and  much  had  been 
done  by  1945.  The  AAF’s  70-group  program,  however,  had  not  been  defined  until 
August  1945.  General  Eaker  set  the  70-group  goal  in  response  to  a  directive  from 
the  War  Department.  The  air  planners  thought  that  the  best  guarantee  of  preventing 
general  war  was  a  strong  standing  Air  Force,  coequal  with  the  Army  and  Navy. 
They  viewed  Marshall’s  advocacy  of  Universal  Military  Training  as  a  direct  threat 
to  the  70-group  Air  Force  and  the  goal  of  autonomy.  Reflecting  Marshall’s  opinion. 


•General  Kuter  wrote  Arnold  in  1945  that  Eisenhower  had  depicted  Spaatz  in  this  manner 
Eisenhower  had  added  that  although  Spaatz  was  not  "a  paper  man."  he  could  make  sound  decisions  and 
"he  knew  exactly  what  he  was  doing."  |Ltr.  Kuter  to  Arnold.  Jan  28.  1945,  Gen  H  H  Arnold 
Collection.  EC,  Box  38.  Folder.  Correspondence — Commanders  in  the  Field.) 
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the  War  Department  felt  certain  that  Congress  would  enact  UMT.  The  American 
people  would  not  support  large  peacetime  forces.  The  standing  peacetime  Army 
would  consist  of  volunteers.  A  system  of  UMT  would  be  the  answer.  But  to  the  War 
Department’s  chagrin.  Congress  in  effect  backed  the  70-group  Air  Force  as  the 
best  guarantor  of  peace  and  as  a  counterweight  to  UMT. 

The  AAF  officers  engaged  in  postwar  planning  faced  a  tremendously  difficult 
task.  Amidst  the  huge  demobilization  in  1945^16,  they  had  simultaneously  to 
deploy  air  forces,  build  a  postwar  force  structure,  reorganize  the  major  commands, 
and  plan  for  an  independent  Air  Force.  They  had  to  ready  their  plans  without 
knowing  with  any  precision  what  shape  United  States  foreign  policy  might  take 
and  without  knowing  specifically  what  missions  the  postwar  Air  Force  might  have 
to  undertake.  As  far  as  American  foreign  policy  was  concerned,  the  immediate 
post- World  War  II  period  in  which  the  Army  Air  Forces  fought  for  independence 
was  a  time  of  crucial  change  in  the  evolution  of  foreign  and  military  policies. 
Airmen  whose  suspicions  of  the  Soviet  Union  had  been  fueled  by  their  contacts 
with  the  Russians  during  the  war  considered  that  their  fears  had  been  confirmed  by 
the  evolution  in  eastern  Europe  of  Communist  “democratic  governments  '  * 
Moreover,  President  Truman’s  own  experience  with  the  Soviets  at  Potsdam  in 
July-August  1945  convinced  him  that  the  Soviets  were  going  to  be  difficult.  Then 
in  October  1946  in  London,  the  first  meeting  of  the  Council  on  Foreign  Ministers 
ended  with  bitter  quarreling  after  Foreign  Minister  Vyacheslav  Molotov  of  the 
USSR  insisted  that  the  western  powers  recognize  the  Soviet  satellites  prior  to 
writing  peace  treaties.  Refusal  of  the  USSR  to  withdraw  its  troops  from  Iran  at  the 
close  of  the  war  also  brought  a  strong  reaction  from  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain.  This  issue  was  brought  before  the  Security  Council  of  the  United  Nations 
in  early  1946.  Soviet  troops  were  then  withdrawn. 

American  policy  was  also  heavily  influenced  by  what  had  been  termed  "the 
Pearl  Harbor  syndrome.”  The  Japanese  surprise  attack,  bringing  the  U  S.  into 
World  War  II,  convinced  even  parsimonious  congressmen  that  the  nation  must  not 
be  caught  unprepared  again.  Thus,  the  manner  in  which  America  entered  the  war 
became  a  postwar  counterweight  against  the  tradition  that  was  opposed  to  large 
standing  peacetime  forces.  Citizens  came  to  believe  that  the  ‘“cold  war”  (a  term 
made  popular  by  Walter  Lippmann’)  or  what  Symington  called  the  “tepid  w:  ” 
was  being  forced  on  the  country. 


•During  the  war.  the  Army  Air  Forces  had  more  opportunities  to  deal  with  the  Soviets  than  the 
Army  or  Navy.  The  AAF's  shuttle  bombing — "Operation  Frantic" — involved  missions  into  eastern 
Germany  in  which  these  bombers  would  "recover"  at  Russian  bases  The  contacts  with  the  Soviets 
afforded  AAF  leaders  through  these  missions;  through  the  lend-lease  aircraft  program,  and  by 
negotiations  to  gain  the  release  of  AAF  personnel  who  had  landed  behind  Russian  lines,  convinced  the 
AAF  that  the  Soviets  were  especially  difficult  to  deal  with  (See  Richard  Lukas,  bugles  bust  The  Arms 
Air  Forces  and  the  Soviet  Union,  1941-1945.  Tallahassee.  Fla  .  19701. 

'F'olitical  columnist  and  philosopher 
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Meanwhile,  despite  the  obvious  complexity  of  the  planning  task,  the  AAF 
planners  stayed  sufficiently  sensitive  to  their  paramount  objective  of  independence 
and  also  to  fluctuations  in  public  opinion.  As  mentioned,  the  War  Department  had 
early  become  locked  into  General  Marshall’s  advocacy  of  UMT  as  the  sole  answer 
to  the  structuring  of  a  postwar  military  establishment  that  the  public  and  Congress 
would  accept.  The  Army  Air  Forces  suffered  no  such  constraint.  The  potential 
enactment  of  UMT  stood  in  the  way  of  the  AAF’s  plan  for  a  large  standing  postwar 
force,  which  in  turn  was  the  key  to  air  independence.  Arnold  and  Spaatz  easily 
grasped  this  situation  and  did  not  hesitate  to  confront  Marshall  and  the  War 
Department  with  it.  In  this  connection,  both  Arnold  and  Spaatz  kept  a  keen  interest 
in  the  AAF’s  public  relations  program  and  its  importance  to  the  drive  fora  separate 
Air  Force.  They  believed  that  the  war  had  demonstrated  that  air  power,  i.e.,  the 
AAF,  had  become  synonomous  with  national  security.  The  AAF’s  public  relations 
program  was  aimed  at  persuading  the  American  public  that  “the  establishment  of 
adequate  air  power  is  the  key  to  victory  in  war  and  the  maintenance  of  security  in 
time  of  peace.’” 

In  retrospect,  speculation  centered  on  the  idea  that  the  Army  had  supported 
the  AAF  in  its  fight  for  autonomy  because  it  feared  that  the  airmen  would  dominate 
the  War  Department  during  the  postwar  period.  While  conceivably  this  may  have 
been  a  factor,  Eisenhower  undoubtedly  spoke  for  the  prevailing  view  in  the  Army 
hierarchy  when  he  underscored  that  the  AAF  deserved  independence  on  its 
wartime  record.  As  we  have  seen,  Eisenhower  himself  felt  strongly  that  the  War 
Department  should  make  every  effort  to  help  the  transition  of  the  Army  Air  Forces 
to  an  independent  service.  He  constantly  admonished  his  commanders  and  staff  to 
do  their  utmost  to  ensure  successful  implementation  of  the  National  Security  Act. 4 
Symington  later  recalled  that  Eisenhower  was  one  hundred  percent  behind  the 
concept  of  a  separate  Air  Force.5  Some  observers  and  historians  wondered  if  the 
AAF  itself  would  not  have  been  better  off  to  stay  as  part  of  the  Army,  ultimately 
perhaps  gaining  closer  to  one-half  of  the  budget  rather  than  one-third.  But  this  was 
never  a  considered  alternative  in  the  airmen’s  postwar  scheme  of  planning.  The 
goal  of  independence,  for  so  long  all-consuming  to  the  air  leaders,  was 
preeminent. 

Arnold  in  November  1945  had  picked  Spaatz  to  lead  the  effort  to  complete  the 
postwar  status  of  the  Air  Force.  Spaatz  in  early  1946 — as  Arnold  had  before  him — 
proposed  that  a  Chief  of  Staff  for  Air  be  established,  coequal  with  the  Army  Chief 
of  Staff.  However,  in  deciding  on  the  War  Department’s  postwar  organization,  the 
Simpson  Board  made  the  AAF  coequal  to  the  Army  Ground  Forces,  under  the 
Chief  of  Staff  and  the  War  Department  General  Staff. 

For  the  Army  Air  Forces,  the  years  1945-47  .. .  distinguished  by  considera¬ 
ble  turbulence.  After  the  war  ended,  demobilization  broke  out  in  full  sway.  The 
mighty  AAF  was  decimated.  Between  September  1945  and  March  1946,  the 
AAF’s  combat  capability  plummeted.  Yet  70  groups  remained  the  fixed  objective. 
Nevertheless,  it  became  apparent  in  1946-47  that  this  goal  would  be  very  hard  to 
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achieve.  Although  the  Truman  administration  never  publicly  opposed  the  Air 
Force's  aim,  it  imposed  a  ceiling  on  the  defense  budget  that  postponed  the  70- 
group  program. 

By  the  close  of  1946,  Symington  thought  that  cutbacks  in  defense  funds 
threatened  to  wreck  the  AAF’s  planned  program.  The  War  Department  approved  a 
fiscal  1948  budget  sufficient  only  for  55  operational  groups.  General  Spaatz 
therefore  decided  to  activate  70  groups  by  mid-1947,  but  to  keep  15  of  them  at 
skeleton  strength.  The  70-group  objective  would  not  be  abandoned.  It  should  be 
noted  that  overall  American  military  strength  at  this  time  had  been  sharply  pared. 
In  early  1947  the  military  numbered  1.56  million,  of  which  305,774  were  in  the 
Army  Air  Forces.  By  March  1948  the  totals  were  1.35  million  in  the  armed  forces 
with  367,332  in  the  Air  Force.6 

In  mid-1947,  when  a  separate  Air  Force  had  been  assured,  Spaatz  activated  70 
groups:  21  very  heavy  bomber,  22  fighter,  5  light  bomber,  4  tactical  reconnais¬ 
sance,  10  troop  carrier,  3  all-weather  fighter.  2  long-range  photo-reconnaissance,  1 
long-range  mapping,  and  2  long-range  weather  reconnaissance.  Of  these  70 
groups,  55  were  manned,  with  the  remaining  15  on  a  skeleton  basis.  Of  the  55 
manned  groups,  36  were  operational:  8  very  heavy  bomber,  15  fighter,  3  light 
bomber,  2  tactical  reconnaissance,  6  troop  carrier,  1  long-range  photo  reconnais¬ 
sance,  and  1  long-range  mapping.7 

In  late  1947,  Symington  continued  fervently  to  explain  why  the  Air  Force 
needed  70  operational  groups.  As  he  saw  it,  the  problem  was  first  to  consider  70 
groups  the  “bedrock  minimum,”  then  to  weigh  the  cost  against  the  possible 
consequences  from  not  meeting  this  requirement.  In  the  event  of  war,  Symington 
contended,  “the  Air  Force  must  be  prepared  to  carry  out  the  air  defense  of  the 
United  States.  ...  it  must  be  prepared  to  undertake  immediate  and  powerful 
retaliation,  a  capacity  which  is  itself  the  only  real  deterrent  to  aggression  in  the 
world  today.”8  Symington  averred  that  anything  under  70  groups  would  seriously 
impair  the  Air  Force’s  capacity  to  retaliate.  Under  present  and  anticipated  funding, 
the  Air  Force  could  not  make  more  than  55  groups  operational.  More  money  would 
be  needed.9 

Worse  news  broke  in  1947.  The  administration’s  authorized  budget  estimate 
for  fiscal  1949  made  it  doubtful  that  the  Air  Force  could  bring  even  55  groups  to 
operational  status.  Symington  protested  in  the  strongest  terms  to  the  White  House, 
to  Forrcstal,  and  to  James  E.  Webb,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
Symington  repeated  that  55  groups  fell  far  short  of  national  security  needs.  An  Air 
Force  in  being  could  not  be  assured  without  adequate  aircraft  production  and 
without  a  satisfactory  research  and  development  program.  Keenly  sensitive  to  the 
problems  of  industrial  preparedness,  he  admonished  the  administration  that  after 
the  war  the  nation  had  “resolved  that  we  would  never  allow  any  country  to  outstrip 
us  in  the  development  of  new  and  superior  weapons.  ...  not  one  airplane  whose 
development  started  after  Pearl  Harbor  was  ever  used  in  combat.”10 

Should  the  administration’s  authorized  budget  estimate  not  be  changed,  the 
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Air  Force  would  only  be  able  to  make  something  less  than  55  groups  operational. 
The  70-group  program,  supported  by  the  Joint  Chiefs,  required  an  estimated  $5.2 
billion  for  fiscal  1949.  Cognizant  of  the  necessity  for  economy,  the  Air  Force 
submitted  an  estimate  for  $4.21  billion.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  authorized  the 
Air  Force  only  $2,904  billion.  Symington’s  reaction  was  pointed:  "We  are  more 
shocked  at  this  decision  of  the  Bureau  than  at  anything  that  has  happened  since  we 
came  into  Government.”" 

Supporting  70  groups  were  the  President’s  Air  Policy  Commission  (Finletter 
Commission)  and  the  Congressional  Aviation  Policy  Board  (Brewster-Hinshaw 
Board).  Even  so,  the  Air  Force  in  early  1948  saw  little  hope  of  reaching  its  goal.* 
“We  believe,”  the  Finletter  Commission  declared,  “that  self-preservation  comes 


*The  Air  Policy  Commission's  report  was  not  greeted  with  praise  in  all  quarters.  Walter  Millis 
charged  that  the  commission  was  "responding  mainly  to  the  Air  Force's  somewhat  parochial  view  of 
problems  "  Believing  the  report's  mention  of  naval  aviation  to  be  an  afterthought.  Millis  observed: 
“Given  a  Navy  which  was  already  carrying  a  large  proportion  of  its  fire-power  on  wings,  it  would  seem 
that  any  study  of  ‘air  policy'  should  have  given  closer  attention  to  what  constituted  an  'adequate'  naval 
component.  There  were  many,  not  only  in  the  Navy  but  outside  it,  who  were  not  convinced  that  all 
strategic  wisdom  resided  in  the  young  generals  of  the  Air  Force."  [Walter  Millis.  Harvey  C.  Mansfield, 
and  Harold  Stein,  Arms  and  the  State:  Civi/-Mililar\'  Elements  in  National  Policy  ( New  York  1958)  pp 
206-07.1  " 


Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  Symington  (left)  with  Fred  Vinson,  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court;  John  L.  Sullivan,  Secretary  of  the  Navy;  and  Kenneth  C.  Royall. 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  September  1947.  In  the  days  of  defense  austerity.  Symington 
continued  to  fight  for  increased  funding  for  the  fledgling  US  Air  Force. 
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President  Truman  aboard  a  new  B-36,  during  a  demonstration  of  the  aircraft  at  Andrews 
AFB,  Maryland,  February  1949,  Though  concerned  about  the  Soviet  threat,  the  presi¬ 
dent  was  cautious  in  approving  large  military  expenditures. 

ahead  of  economy.”12  Both  reports  increased  congressional  and  public  support  for 
the  Air  Force’s  objective.  General  Eisenhower,  among  others,  noted  this  and 
emphasized  the  “tremendous  obligation”  it  placed  upon  the  Air  Force.  This 
support  weakened  the  backing  for  Truman’s  UMT  program.*  All  the  military 
services  were  aware  of  this  trend.  In  a  thoughtful  memorandum  to  the  Army  Chief 
of  Information,  Army  Col.  S.  L.  A.  Marshall’  commented  that  increasingly  the 
basis  for  war  planning  was  “confidence  in  the  decisive  character  of  air  power.” 
Congressional  opinion,  he  said,  supported  “the  belief  in  stronger  air  power  as  a 
substitute  for  UMT,  as  a  guarantor  of  the  continuing  peace  of  the  country,  and 
equally  as  a  move  for  preparedness  of  war.”13  Marshall  pointed  out  that  the 
credibility  of  UMT  was  dwindling  at  the  same  rate  that  support  for  air  power  was 
gaining.  He  suggested  that  in  light  of  congressional  opinion,  the  Army  should 
consider  withdrawing  its  support  of  the  UMT  program.14 

Meanwhile,  even  rising  cold-war  tensions,  fueled  by  the  Czechoslovakian 
coup  of  February  1948,  failed  to  budge  the  administration  from  its  austerity 


•The  War  Department  proceeded  to  update  its  UMT  plan.  In  June  1947  this  plan  was  revised,  as 
always  based  on  the  assumption  that  Congress  would  eventually  enact  UMT  into  law.  [Ltr.  Maj.  Gen. 
Edward  F.  Witsell,  TAG  to  CGs  AAF,  AGF,  el  al,  subj:  WD  Plan  for  UMT.  Jun  1 1 . 1947 .  in  RG  340.  Air 
Board  Gen  File,  1945-48,  Box  12.] 

’Subsequently  widely  known  as  a  distinguished  military  historian,  writer,  and  editor. 
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program.  Not  that  President  Truman  failed  to  acknowledge  the  threat  to  peace.  In 
an  extraordinary  speech  to  Congress  in  March  1948  he  named  the  Soviet  Union  as 
the  principal  threat  to  world  peace.1'  Yet  the  administration’s  stringent  economies 
continued  seriously  to  affect  the  military  budget.  Truman  was  quick  to  detect  the 
difference  between  a  strictly  military  requirements  point  of  view  and  the  larger, 
national  perspective.  He  cited  the  danger  of  “explosive  inflation”  should  addi¬ 
tional,  large  military  procurement  programs  be  tacked  to  the  budget.  Therefore,  a 
rise  in  military  expenditures  should  be  carefully  weighed.  As  President,  he  would 
not  approve  any  program  that  he  thought  would  undermine  the  economy. lh  His 
UMT  program  in  deep  trouble,  Truman  in  early  1948  also  evinced  growing 
frustration  over  service  rivalry.  He  admonished  the  military  to  suppress  its  par¬ 
ochial  service  preferences.  Truman  wrote  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  Vandenberg  that 
“there  are  still  some  of  you  who  are  thinking  more  of  representing  interests  and 
objectives  of  your  individual  service  than  of  interpreting  the  broad  national 
program  and  its  requirements  to  your  subordinates  and  to  the  Congress."'7 

Believing  that  the  expanding  importance  of  air  power  made  it  “the  first  line  of 
defense,"  the  Air  Force  thought  it  merited  more  than  the  roughly  one-third  slice  of 
the  defense  budget  it  was  getting.  Both  Webb  and  Forrestal  continued  to  insist  on  a 
balanced  force  program,  a  defense  budget  practically  split  three  ways.  By  Decem¬ 
ber  1947  the  Air  Force  had  manned  and  equipped  47  groups  with  varying  degrees 
of  operational  efficiency.  It  was  clear  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  reach  55  groups. 

Symington  saw  that  the  chances  for  reaching  70  groups  had  slipped  away  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  He  kept  pressing  for  an  Air  Force  in  being,  which  he 
insisted  was  the  opposite  of  an  Air  Force  that  might  be  ready  months  after  war 
erupted.  By  this  time,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  preferred  the  term  Four- Year 
Program  to  the  70-group  program.  "I  believe.”  he  said,  "that  this  name  (70 
groups)  is  undescriptive,  and  for  that  reason  I  consciously  avoid  its  use.  It  is  true 
that  the  program  is  built  around  70  combat  groups  of  aircraft:  but  the  number  of 
groups,  while  essential,  is  not  its  distinctive  feature.""'  Of  greater  importance,  the 
Four- Year  Program  provided  for  replacement  of  obsolescent  aircraft  and  made 
possible  a  dynamic  research  and  development  program.  Further,  it  promised  an 
effective  long-range  striking  force  and  it  included  plans  to  sustain  the  military 
aircraft  industry.  The  major  point  according  to  Symington  was  that  the  United 
States  could  no  longer  afford  what  he  termed  stop-and-start  planning.'"  The  key 
here  was  a  steady  flow  of  orders  to  enable  the  industry  to  modernize  plants  and 
train  manpower,  thus  permitting  rapid  expansion  in  case  of  war.:" 

Symington  had  become  increasingly  perturbed,  not  the  least  of  all  at  Forres¬ 
tal.  In  light  of  the  worsening  international  situation,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
felt  that  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  had  not  given  a  solid  hearing  to  the 
Air  Force  program.  Forrestal  stuck  to  a  balanced  force  program,  denying  the  Air 
Force's  claim  to  sufficient  funds  to  equip  70  groups.  Symington  informed  Forrestal 
directly  that,  regarding  the  Air  Force's  requirements.  "Spaatz  and  myself  never 
had  a  chance  to  present  our  position  to  you  or  even  your  staff  and  this  is  especially 
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unfortunate  in  that  nobody  who  ever  served  a  day  in  the  Air  Force  was.  ...  a 
member  of  your  permanent  top  staff.”-1  Thus,  in  the  spring  of  1948.  an  increasingly 
contentious  atmosphere  existed  between  the  Air  Force  and  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  Norstad  pointed  to  a  lack  of  confidence  between  the  two." 

Transfer  of  functions  and  personnel  from  the  Army,  and  meeting  the  70-group 
objective,  were  not  the  only  problems  confronting  the  newly  independent  Air 
Force.  The  roles  and  missions  dispute  between  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force  had  not 
been  settled  in  July  1947  by  Executive  Order  9877.*  Before  the  war  ended,  the 
Navy  had  laid  postwar  plans  to  rely  on  air  and  undersea  forces.  Task  force 
commanders  were  enthusiastic  about  building  carriers  larger  than  the  Midwax 
class.  Naval  air  would  become  the  foremost  combat  element  of  the  fleet.  Naval 
leadership  would  soon  be  dominated  by  airmen  bent  on  commanding  forces  that 
could  deliver  the  atomic  bomb.  In  December  1947,  Rear  Adm.  Daniel  V.  Gallery 
(Assistant  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  Guided  Missiles)  proposed  “an  aggressive 
campaign  aimed  at  proving  that  the  Navy  can  deliver  the  Atom  Bomb  more 
effectively  than  the  Air  Force  can."2'  The  Air  Force  should  be  relegated  to  the 
primary  mission  of  air  defense. 

Such  a  campaign,  suggested  Gallery,  would  take  the  Navy  off  the  defensive 
where  it  had  been  since  the  end  of  the  war.  Gallery  said  that  the  Navy  had  been  put 
in  the  position  of  replying  to  the  argument  that  navies  were  obsolete.  Delivery 
systems  were  the  key.  He  noted  that  the  B-29  was  restricted  by  its  operational 
range.  It  had  to  operate  from  oversea  bases.  The  B-36  would  have  longer  range  but 
would  be  vulnerable  to  interceptors.  In  Gallery's  opinion,  it  would  continue  to  be 
true  “that  you  can  build  better  performance  into  a  short  range  bomber  than  you  i  an 
into  a  transoceanic  bomber,  and  that  is  where  the  Navy  will  always  have  the  edge 
over  the  Air  Forces.”24 

Aside  from  the  issue  of  atomic  bomb  delivery,  the  fundamental  conceptual 
difference  between  the  Army-USAF  view  and  the  Navy  persisted.  This  difference 
antedated  and  accented  this  roles  and  missions  dispute.  Basically,  as  Eisenhower 
pointed  out,  the  Navy  emerged  from  the  war  convinced  that  it  required  self- 
sufficiency  in  its  forces.  This  was  the  idea  of  the  World  War  II  balanced  task  force. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Army  believed  in  three  service  components  mutually 
dependent  upon  each  other.  General  Norstad.  Director  of  War  Department  Plans 
and  Operations  in  October  1947,  put  it  this  way: 

Under  the  three  service  concept,  the  Army  does  not  agree  with  the  thought  that  each 
service  should  have  all  the  resources  necessary  for  a  balanced  combat  task  force  w  ithout 
assistance  from  the  other  services.  .  .  .  The  experiences  of  this  war  have  certainly 
indicated  that  in  many  if  not  the  majority,  of  specific  operational  missions,  the  task  was 
of  necessity  accomplished  by  contributions  from  two  or  three  services  acting  under  the 
principles  of  unified  command.2' 

Secretary  of  the  Army  Kenneth  C.  Royall  agreed  with  the  Air  Force  view.  The 
Navy,  he  asserted,  went  on  building  its  integrated  striking  forces — land.  sea.  and 
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Kenneth  C.  Royall  is  sworn  in  as  Secretary  of  the  Army  by  Robert  P.  Patterson,  the 
retiring  Secretary  of  War  Mr.  Royall  shared  the  Air  Force  view  that  the  services  should 
be  mutually  dependent  in  time  of  war. 


air.  The  Navy  intended  to  discharge  its  mission  without  relying  on  the  Army  or  Air 
Force.2*  On  his  part.  Secretary  of  the  Navy  John  L.  Sullivan  stressed  that  the  Navy 
had  kept  integrated  forces  for  many  years  and  wanted  to  go  on  doing  so.27 

By  1948  the  auguries  were  clear  that  the  roles  and  missions  clash  would  heat 
up.28  The  Key  West  conference  of  March  1948,  convened  against  the  backdrop  of 
rising  international  tension,  in  retrospect  failed  to  ameliorate  the  roles  and  mis¬ 
sions  disagreement.  To  the  contrary,  the  controversy  escalated.  Symington  was 
especially  displeased  with  an  attack  on  the  Air  Force  by  Rear  Adm.  John  W. 
Reeves,  Jr. ,  Commander  of  the  Naval  Air  Transport  Service.  Testifying  before  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Naval  Appropriations  in  March  1948,  Reeves  cast  doubt 
on  the  Air  Transport  Command’s  capacity,  thereby  questioning  the  viability  of  the 
coming  merger  establishing  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service.  The  effect.  Sym¬ 
ington  wrote  Forrestal,  was  to  furnish  the  groundwork  for  a  return  of  the  Naval  Air 
Transport  Service  to  the  Navy.2'*  This  attack,  said  the  Air  Force  Secretary,  undercut 
efforts  at  mutual  understanding  and  exemplified  “clear  and  flagrant  disloyalty — 
both  to  you  and  our  government.” w 
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In  spite  of  the  continuing  controversy.  Secretary  Forrestal  in  May  1948 
directed  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  to  merge  their  air  transport  services  to  create  the 
Military  Air  Transport  Service."  This  organization  was  the  first  of  the  National 
Military  Establishment  to  combine  personnel  from  two  of  the  services  under  a 
unified  command.  Forrestal  ordered  that  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  be 
commanded  by  an  officer  appointed  by  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff.  Chosen  as  the 
first  commander  was  Maj.  Gen.  Laurence  S.  Kuter,  who  had  been  instrumental  in 
planning  the  organization  of  the  postwar  Air  Force,  and  who  afterwards  com¬ 
manded  the  Atlantic  Division  of  the  Air  Transport  Command.  Rear  Adin.  John  P. 
Whitney  was  appointed  vice  commander.’2 

The  basis  of  Forrestal’s  rationale  to  combine  the  Air  Transport  Command  and 
the  Naval  Air  Transport  Service  was  essentially  the  pursuit  of  economy.  Forrestal 
wanted  desperately  to  show  that  the  promise  of  economy  in  the  defense  establish¬ 
ment  could  be  delivered.  He  also  wanted  to  demonstrate  that  regardless  of  the 
controversy  over  roles  and  missions,  the  services  could  in  fact  work  together.  He 
knew  it  would  take  time  for  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  to  complete  a  true  consolida¬ 
tion  of  their  transport  services.* 

Meanwhile.  Secretary  Symington  and  General  Spaatz  (to  retire  and  to  be 
replaced  as  Chief  of  Staff  by  Vandenberg  in  April  1948)  believed  that  the  National 
Security  Act  should  be  changed.  “After  nine  months,”  Symington  informed  Clark 
Clifford,  “it  is  now  my  considered  opinion  that  the  present  National  Security  Act 
must  be  changed  in  order  to  work.””  The  Air  Force  had  supported  the  act  as  a  first 
step  although  it  had  advocated  stronger  legislation.  Specifically,  to  break  the 
deadlocks  in  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Symington  wanted  a  military  Chief  of  Staff 
who  “ranked”  the  three  service  chiefs.  He  felt  that  had  such  a  position  been 
created  from  the  start,  there  would  not  have  been  so  great  a  controversy  over  the  70 
groups. M  Moreover,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  himself  needed  more  authority  and 
more  personnel  to  make  the  National  Military  Establishment  work.  The  overbur¬ 
dened  secretary  required  clearly  delineated  responsibilities  and  a  Deputy  Secre¬ 
tary.  Symington  had  not  changed  his  opinion  that  the  Navy  had  succeeded  in  so 
weakening  the  legislation  establishing  the  National  Security  Act  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  (the  former  Navy  Secretary)  could  not  do  his  job.  Forrestal  was  a 
coordinator  but  he  should  be  an  administrator.  ”  Changes  to  the  National  Security 
Act  should  therefore  develop  more  along  the  lines  of  what  the  Army  and  the  AAF 
wanted  in  the  first  place. 


*As  approved  by  Forrestal,  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  charter  directed  this  new  consoli¬ 
dated  command  to  transport  personnel  and  cargo  for  all  agencies  of  the  National  Military  Establishment 
and  also  for  other  governmental  agencies,  as  authorized.  Forrestal's  directive  allowed  the  Navy  and  Air 
Force  to  use  their  aircraft  to  evacuate  sick  and  wounded  when  required.  To  advise  him  on  transport 
policy,  Forrestal  established  a  Military  Air  Transport  Board  comprising  one  representative  from  each  of 
the  military  services.  The  board  would  also  arbitrate  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  when  any  department  complained  about  an  alleged  failure  to  receive  satisfactory  service. 
[Memo  for  SA,  SAF.  and  JCS  fr  James  V.  Forrestal,  May  3.  194S.| 
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Spaatz  endorsed  a  much  stronger  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  an 
Under  Secretary  and  whatever  Assistant  Secretaries  were  needed.  The  Defense 
Secretary  should  additionally  have  a  military  Chief  of  Staff  and  a  General  Staff. 
The  civilian  secretaries  heading  the  three  military  departments  should  be  abol¬ 
ished.  The  military  heads  of  the  services  should  be  designated  Commanders 
instead  of  Chiefs  of  Staff.  Spaatz  was  also  for  eliminating  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff.''' 

Belief  in  a  stronger  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  was  not  uncommon 
among  leaders  of  the  military  establishment.  Along  with  Symington.  Spaatz.  and 
Forrestal.  Eisenhower  insisted  that  the  office  was  far  too  weak  to  cope  with  the 
problems  of  the  postwar  years.  Norstad  thought  that  Forrestal  should  have  one 
senior  officer  as  a  military  assistant,  of  the  stature  of  Gen.  Omar  N.  Bradley,  who 
commanded  the  respect  of  the  three  services.'7 

So  just  as  passage  of  the  National  Security  Act  and  establishment  of  the  Air 
Force  did  not  at  once  solve  the  basic  issues  of  unification,  neither  did  these  events 
automatically  resolve  the  internal  and  external  problems  afflicting  the  Air  Force. 
While  the  goal  of  70  operational  groups  had  not  changed  since  August  1945.  it  had 
not  been  achieved.  Chances  to  reach  this  objective  in  the  near  future  seemed  dim. 


Gen.  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg  being  administered  the  oath  of  office  as  Air  Force  Chief  of 
Staff  by  Chief  Justice  Fred  Vinson.  April  30.  I  s>-+8.  General  Vandenberg  succeeded 
Gen.  Carl  Spaatz  (center).  Also  present  are  James  Forrestal.  Secretary  of  Defense,  (left) 
and  W  Stuart  Symington.  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (right). 
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Furthermore,  the  Air  Force  continued  to  remind  Congress  that  without  adequate 
aircraft  production,  the  desired  Air  Force  in  being  could  not  be  built.  At  the  same 
time,  the  Air  Force  in  1947-48  continued  to  have  functions  and  personnel  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Army.  Even  though  the  Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947  gave  the  Air 
Force  a  separate  promotion  list,  many  personnel  policies  had  yet  to  be  worked  out. 
And  over  all  this  hung  the  roles  and  missions  battle  with  the  Navy. 

Yet.  the  fact  remained  that  a  United  States  Air  Force  had  been  created.  No 
matter  what  crises  lay  ahead,  the  central  objective  had  been  won.  After  the  war. 
General  Arnold  proclaimed  a  separate  Air  Force  to  be  the  highest  priority.  He  had 
given  Spaatz  the  responsibility  for  seeing  this  mission  through  to  the  finish. 
General  Spaatz  had  not  disappointed  Arnold,  his  mentor.  Having  achieved  inde¬ 
pendence  for  the  Air  Force,  Spaatz  himself  retired  in  April  1948  in  favor  of  General 
Vandenberg. 

The  concerted  AAF  postwar  planning  which  had  started  in  the  summer  of 
1943,  and  which  had  gone  through  numerous  convolutions  under  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment’s  lash,  had  resulted  in  a  70-group  goal  and  a  solid  Air  Force  command 
organization.  The  way  had  not  been  easy,  but  all  who  made  the  journey  could  take 
satisfaction  in  the  magnitude  of  the  accomplishment. 


Secretary  of  Defense  James  Forrcslal  with  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  other  military 
leaders  at  the  Naval  War  College.  Newport.  Rhode  Island.  August  1948  Left  to  right: 
Lt  Gen  Launs  Norstad.  USAF:  Gen  Hoyt  Vandenberg,  L’SAF;  l.t  Gen  Albert 
Wedemeyer,  USA;  Gen  Omar  Bradley.  USA.  Mr.  Forrestal;  Adm  t.ouis  Denfeld. 
USN;  VAdm  Arthur  W.  Radford.  USN;  and  Maj.  Gen  Alfred  M  Gruenther.  USA 
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Appendix  1 


A  Study  to  Determine  the  Minimum  Air  Power  the  United 
States  should  have  at  the  Conclusion  of  the  War  in  Europe* 

April  1943 


1.  Statement  of  Problem: 

“Prepare  a  secret  study  very  definitely  arriving  at  the  minimum  air  power 
this  country  should  have  in  being  when  an  armistice  is  signed." 

Discussion: 

2.  The  Armistice.  Neither  the  present  world  conflict,  nor  United  States 
participation  therein,  will  likely  be  concluded  by  a  single  armistice.  Japan  is  not  so 
related  to  the  European  Axis  that  the  defeat  of  either  may  be  expected  to  force,  or 
induce,  the  immediate  capitulation  of  the  other.  And  it  is  entirely  possible  that  an 
armistice  between  the  United  Nations  and  one  or  more  of  the  Axis  satellite  nations 
may  precede,  for  a  substantial  period  of  time,  the  collapse  of  German  resistance 
The  United  Nations  strategy  is  directed  toward  a  defeat  of  the  European  Axis  and 
Japan  in  the  order  named.  This  paper  will  therefore  attempt  to  reach  a  logically 
supported  conclusion  as  to  what  the  strength  of  the  United  States  Air  Forces  should 
be  when  Germany  signs  an  armistice.  That  point  will  probably  mark  the  peak  of 
our  requirements. 

3.  Criteria.  Military  forces  are  justified  only  as  necessary  means  of 
implementing  national  policies  for  the  accomplishment  of  national  objectives.  A 
determination  of  the  desired  ultimate  strength  of  our  air  arm  therefore  hinges  upon 
a  discovery  and  appreciation  of  our  national  objectives  related  in  point  of  time  to  ( 1 ) 
the  signing  of  the  German  armistice,  and  (2)  the  immediately  succeeding  period  of 
treaty  conferences,  and  European  post-war  readjustments.  The  latter  will  probably 
proceed  concurrently  with  the  final  phase  of  the  war  with  Japan,  unless  unforeseen 
developments  alter  our  present  over-all  strategic  program. 

4.  Reference  to  Tab  "A".  In  Tab  “A"  are  gathered  pertinent  extracts  from 
authoritative  utterances  of  the  President  and  Secretary  of  State,  and  senatorial 
comment,  relative  to  our  national  objectives,  the  accomplishment  of  which  will  be 
involved  at  the  time  of  the  armistice  terminating  the  war  in  Europe,  and  during  the 
formulation  of  treaties  governing  post-war  reorgan i /.at ion. 
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5.  Our  National  Objectives.  On  the  basis  of  such  official  statements  as 
those  quoted  in  Tab  “A",  our  national  objectives,  after  the  defeat  of  our  enemies, 
appear  to  include: 

(a)  Avoidance  of  chaos  in  Europe. 

(b)  Restoration  of  sovereign  rights  and  self-government  to  those  who 
have  been  forcibly  deprived  of  them. 

(c)  Establishment  of  Western  Hemisphere  solidarity,  and  security, 
under  United  States  leadership. 

(d)  Insurance  of  permanent  world  peace,  and  a  stabilized  world  econo¬ 
my;  to  be  achieved  by  use  of  an  international  military  force. 

(e)  Accomplishment  of  an  orderly  transition  of  the  industrial  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  world,  from  a  war-time  to  a  peace-time  basis. 
This  process  should  be  initiated  to  the  extent  necessary  to  absorb  surplus  war 
production  and  military  personnel  (if  any),  concurrently  with  the  prosecution  of 
the  final  phase  of  the  war  in  Asia. 

6.  Probable  Situation  in  Europe  (National  Objectives  "(a)"  and  "(b)." ). 
Conditions  are  ripe  for  unprecedented  chaos  to  sweep  over  Axis  occupied  Europe 
(centering  in  Germany)  upon  the  collapse  of  the  German  military  power.  Unless 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  are  in  position  to  join  her  in  doing  so.  Russia 
may  have  sufficient  provocation  to  alone  occupy  and  assume  control  of  not  only  all 
of  Germany,  but  all  of  Central  and  Eastern  Europe  now  under  Axis  domination. 
Therefore  she  might  be  disposed  to  amend  her  recently  announced  intentions  as  to 
territorial  expansion.  We  do  not  know  by  what  national  policies  or  objectives  she 
may  be  guided.  She  has  not  taken  us  into  her  confidence.  Having  been  afforded  the 
least  possible  information  as  to  her  current  operations,  her  present  capabilities  or 
her  future  plans,  ws  have  no  assurance  that  she  will  even  participate  in  our  peace 
negotiations  with  the  Axis  powers — in  which  negotiations  the  United  Nations 
(with  or  without  Russian  cooperation)  will  doubtless  invite  the  Axis  conquered 
states  to  participate. 

7.  To  win  the  Peace.  To  implement  its  policies,  and  lend  convincing  force 
to  its  arguments,  the  United  States  should  be  in  the  strongest  practicable  military 
position  at  the  time  of  the  armistice  with  Germany,  and  during  the  period  of  treaty 
negotiations.  The  strength  and  mobility  of  our  armed  forces  (relative  to  those  of 
our  allies)  with  which  we  arc  in  position  to  immediately  support  our  views 
expressed  at  the  peace  table,  will  have  much  to  do  with  the  reception  which  those 
views  receive.  A  record  of  past  industrial  usefulness  (measured  by  contributions  of 
weapons  and  supplies)  will  entitle  us  to  the  kindly  consideration  of  our  allies,  but 
will  no  more  cc  -  imand  attention  to  our  points  of  view  than  it  has  currently  won  the 
confidence  of  Russia.  As  between  the  Allied  Nations  the  weight  of  our  counsel  will 
depend  upon: 

(1)  Our  current  military  strength 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  we  have  contributed,  by  combat,  to  the  victory. 

(3)  The  extent  to  which  we  at  the  time  share  in  the  military  control  of 
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areas  lately  under  Axis  domination,  or  key  bases  for  future  military  control  of  the 
world,  the  disposition  of  which  will  be  under  consideration. 

(4)  Our  probable  future  economic  usefulness. 

8.  Control  of  Controversial  Areas.  Russia  will  likely  have  borne  the  brunt 
of  land  warfare,  will  have  suffered  most,  and  geographically  conquered  most.  She 
may  have  a  huge  army  in  central  Europe.  British  Empire  ground  forces  \  ill 
probably  predominate  in  the  army  of  occupation  of  Western  Europe.  Our  preoc¬ 
cupation  in  the  Pacific  will  prevent  our  supporting  a  large  land  army  in  Europe,  or 
dispersed  in  North  African  or  Mediterranean  areas.  With  available  shipping,  we 
can  support  a  substantial  air  force  in  Atlantic,  European.  North  African  and 
Mediterranean  areas.  An  air  force,  with  limited  ground  security  forces,  can.  like 
artillery,  but  with  vastly  greater  range,  control  large  areas  without  fully  occupying 
them.  Its  capabilities  for  massing  heavy  concentrations  of  fire,  and  the  range  of  its 
threat,  will  depend  upon  its  strength  in  heavy  bombardment  units. 

9.  U.S.  Air  Arm  Requirements  in  Europe  and  Adjacent  Areas.  For  the 
reasons  above  indicated,  the  United  States  should  plan  not  only  to  conduct  the 
major  air  offensive  operations  which  will  contribute  to  the  ultimate  defeat  of  the 
European  Axis,  but  should  be  prepared,  at  the  time  of  the  German  armistice,  to 
furnish  the  major  portion  of  the  air  component  of  the  armed  forces  of  the  United 
Nations  which  will  occupy  or  patrol  and  control,  during  the  peace  negotiations,  all 
of  presently  Axis  dominated  Europe,  and  critical  adjacent  areas.  Its  air  arm  should 
be  characterized  by  a  preponderance  of  heavy  bombardment,  with  adequate  range. 
By  preponderant  offensive  air  strength  we  should  off-set  the  preponderant  ground 
forces  of  Russia  and  England  in  position  to  influence  the  situation  in  Europe.  For 
the  purpose  of  minimizing  her  own  blood-letting,  Germany  may.  toward  the  end. 
do  what  she  can  to  favor  a  conquest  and  occupation  from  the  West. 

10.  Requirements  in  Western  Hemisphere.  In  support  of  our  policy  for 
Western  Hemisphere  solidarity  and  security  it  will  be  desirable  that  during  the 
period  of  European  peace  negotiations  the  United  States,  as  leader  of  the  Western 
Hemisphere  group  of  nations,  be  in  possession  of  and  controlling  by  mobile  air 
forces,  as  many  key  island  bases  as  practicable  in  the  Atlantic  and  Caribbean  areas. 

11  To  Support  Our  International  Security  Force  Policy.  If  and  when  an 
international  military  force  is  established,  we  must  be  in  position  to  immediately 
contribute  substantially  to  manning  and  equipping  it;  since  the  extent  of  our 
influence  in  its  management  and  control  will  probably  be  in  direct  proportion  to 
our  military  investment  therein.  To  be  effective,  within  reasonable  bounds  as  to 
aggregate  strength,  it  must  be  highly  mobile.  To  be  highly  mobile  it  must  be 
predominantly  an  air  force,  with  sufficient  surface  forces  to  provide  local  security 
and  logistic  support  for  international  bases,  and  to  temporarily  garrison  re 
calcitrant  areas.  Its  principal  offensive  weapon  will  be  the  heavy  bomber,  of 
medium  (present  “long  range")  and  long  range.  At  the  outset  it  is  believed 
desirable  that  we  be  in  position  to  provide  approximately  50*7r  of  the  aggregate  air 
component  of  the  international  force  for  Europe  and  the  Western  Hemisphere,  and 
to  proceed,  meanwhile,  with  operations  for  the  defeat  of  Japan,  with  less  than 
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equal  participation  by  Great  Britain  and  her  dominions.  There  is  no  asssurance.  or 
present  indication,  of  Russian  participation  against  Japan.  If  she  does  participate 
voluntarily,  it  will  probably  be  only  when  Japan  is  near  the  point  of  collapse,  or  it 
appears  that  we  and  our  allies  will,  unless  assisted,  be  forced  to  withdraw  from  the 
field,  short  of  victory,  leaving  Japan  so  powerfully  entrenched  as  to  be  in  position 
to  dominate  Eastern  Asia.  Our  air  forces  required  for  the  purposes  stated  in 
paragraphs  6  to  10,  inc.,  above,  should  become  available  to  serve  our  purposes  in 
the  establishment  of  an  international  armed  force;  first  in  the  Western  Hemisphere 
and  Europe —  in  Asia  and  the  Pacific  after  our  defeat  of  Japan. 

12.  To  Facilitate  Establishment  of Post-War  Air  Commerce .  In  the  control  of 
the  world  trade,  following  this  World  War,  air  transportation  will  supplement,  and 
to  a  substantial  degree  compete  with,  merchant  shipping.  It  has  been  the  traditional 
policy  of  the  United  States  to  provide  American  transportation  for  the  distribution 
of  American  industrial  products  and  surplus  commodities  throughout  the  world. 
Lately  a  policy  to  emphasize  inter- American  trade  has  been  indicated.  For  these 
purposes,  immediately  following  the  defeat  of  Germany,  the  United  States  will 
desire  to  rapidly  expand  its  commercial  air  transport  services,  throughout  the 
Western  Hemisphere  and  to  Europe  and  Africa,  and  to  increase  its  military 
transport  services  to  the  Ear  East  and  Pacific  Areas.  To  this  end  no  means  is  more 
appropriate  than  having,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  European  war,  a  large  air  force, 
particularly  strong  in  long  range  bombardment  and  air  transport  equipment. 
Suitably  trained  pilots,  navigators,  maintenance,  communications  and  administra¬ 
tive  personnel  will  be  available  for  gradual  absorption  in  commercial  activities; 
also  surplus  military  airplanes  suitable  for  conversion  to  commercial  cargo  and 
transport  aircraft.  Manufacturing  plants  not  required  to  provide  replacements  in 
the  Pacific  will  be  suitably  equipped  and  experienced  to  support  the  rapidly 
expanding  air  lines 

13.  Limiting  Factors.  Factors  limiting  the  ultimate  strength  of  our  air  arm 
are  our  resources  in  manpower  and  raw  materials,  our  plant  production  ca¬ 
pabilities,  and  the  extent  to  which  these  may  be  directed  to  the  support  of  our  air 
forces  without  encroaching  upon  the  other  requirements  of  the  United  States  and 
her  allies  essential  to  the  successful  prosecution  of  the  war  and  to  the  maintenance 
of  national  economic  and  social  stability.  All  these  factors  have  been  taken  into 
account  in  developing  our  present  airplane  production  program.  This  program,  for 
which  our  national  industry  is  already  geared,  is  expected  to  reach  its  peak  at  or 
shortly  following  the  end  of  1943,  with  a  capacity  to  supply  to  our  Air  Arm 
approximately  135,000  airplanes  annually.  In  view  of  the  foregoing  discussion,  it 
is  believed  that  it  would  be  unwise  and  economically  unsound  to  decrease  this 
production  program. 

14.  Present  Air  Production  Program  Should  Not  be  Reduced.  Decisive 
superiority  over  our  enemies  in  the  air.  and  a  powerful  air  offensive  against  vital 
targets  in  the  heart  of  Axis-occupied  Europe,  and  the  Japanese  Empire,  suc¬ 
cessively,  afford  the  most  apparent,  and  for  the  United  States  certainly  the  most 
practicable,  means  of  winning  the  war  (both  wars),  at  minimum  cost  in  human  life. 
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time,  and  natural  resources.  These  means  must  of  course  be  used  in  connection 
with  naval  action  for  which  we  are  rapidly  becoming  equipped,  and  land  operations 
by  such  ground  forces  as  we  will  be  able  to  transport  to  and  iogisticaliy  support  in 
the  critical  theaters.  For  economy  in  total  expenditure  of  our  national  resources, 
our  armed  forces,  particularly  our  air  arm,  should  be  brought  to  ultimate  strength 
as  early  as  practicable — not  later  than  1945.  A  reduction  of  our  present  aircraft 
production  program  is  therefore  not  warranted.  The  remaining  paragraphs  are  to 
the  effect  that  no  increase  in  the  production  program  is  required. 

15 .  Air  Strengths  of  Allies.  Taking  into  consideration  the  present  production 
program  of  each  of  the  nations  involved,  airplanes  received  from  other  sources, 
airplanes  expected  to  be  allocated  to  allies,  and  attrition  expected  on  the  basis  of 
accumulated  experience,  there  has  been  compiled  in  the  office  of  Statistical 
Control,  of  the  Air  Staff,  estimates  of  the  comparative  air  arm  strengths  of  each  of 
the  principal  allies  of  the  United  States  as  of  the  end  of  each  year,  1943  to  1946 
inclusive,  assuming  that  the  war  will  continue  that  long  both  in  Europe  and  in  the 
Pacific.  These  estimates  are  shown  in  Tab  “B”. 

16.  Japanese  Air  Strength.  Data  with  reference  to  Axis  and  Japanese  air 
strength  are  shown  in  Tab  “C”. 

17.  Desired  Air  Arm  Strength.  On  the  basis  of  the  entire  foregoing  discus¬ 
sion,  with  particular  reference  to  the  probable  strengths  of  the  air  arms  of  our 
allies,  it  is  believed  that  at  the  time  of  conclusion  of  the  war  in  Europe,  the  strength 
of  the  air  arm  of  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States  should  be  substantially  as 
hereunder  indicated,  and  that  this  strength  should  be  reached  in  1944,  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  practicable: 

Desired  Ultimate  Strength  of  the  Air 
Arm  of  the  United  States  in  Tactical  Type  Airplanes 

Type  Number 


Airplanes 

Bombers,  Heavy  (B-17  and  B-24  or  equivalent)  and  Very  Long  Range  Types  6.000 

Bombers,  Medium,  Light,  Dive  and  Torpedo  4.000 

Fighters  7 .000 

Troop  Carriers  1.500 

Cargo-Transports  7.500 

Total  Tactical  Unit  Initial  Issue  Strength  26.000 

For  operational  reserve,  "pipe  line"  requirements,  modification  center  and  depot 

repair  “back  log"  13.000 

For  combat  crew  training  establishments 
6.000 

Aggregate  45.000 
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18.  Comparison  of  Allied  Nations  Air  Forces.  A  comparison  of  the  desired 
strength  of  the  air  arm  of  the  United  States,  with  the  strengths  of  the  air  arms  of  its 
principal  allies  predicted  as  of  December  31,  1945,  appears  in  Tab  “D".  It  is 
believed  that  an  increased  tempo  of  offensive  operations,  and  an  increased  rate  of 
attrition,  will  likely  produce  a  leveling  off  of  the  air  strengths  of  our  allies,  as  well 
as  our  own,  not  later  than  the  end  of  1945. 

19.  Naval  Air  Strength  Not  Involved.  Neither  in  Tab  “D”,  nor  elsewhere  in 
this  paper,  is  there  taken  into  consideration  the  requirements  of  our  Navy  for 
carrier-borne  or  such  other  aircraft  as  it  may  need  to  support  its  surface  forces,  in 
the  performance  of  the  Navy’s  mission.  It  is  believed  best  to  leave  a  discussion  of 
such  needs  to  appropriate  Naval  authorities. 

20.  The  273  Group  Program.  The  Army  Air  Forces  “273  Group  Program” 
has  been  fitted  into  our  present  war  production  program,  and  is  well  under  way 
toward  accomplishment  with  completely  trained  and  equipped  units  in  1944.  Its 
unit  equipment  implications  are  shown  in  Tab  “E”.  Given  some  augmentation  of 
group  strength,  and  an  appropriate  operational  reserve  of  combat  aircraft,  the  “273 
Group  Program”  can  absorb  the  entire  tactical  air  strength  indicated  in  paragraph 
17  (above)  to  be  desired.  The  extent,  if  any,  to  which  this  strength  can  not  be  built 
up  and  maintained  by  our  aircraft  production  program  without  curtailment  of  the 
minimum  needs  of  the  Navy  for  its  own  air  coverage,  may  be  met  by  reduction  of 
the  operational,  pipe  line  and  depot  reserves  to  a  figure  lower  than  the  desired  50% 
minimum. 

21 .  Post-Armistice  Deployment  of  Air  Arm.  It  is  believed  that  50%  to  60%  of 
the  projected  strength  of  the  principal  air  arm  of  the  United  States  would  be 
sufficient,  at  and  after  the  conclusion  of  the  war  in  Europe,  for  the  control  of  key 
bases  in  the  Western  Hemisphere,  and  to  represent  the  United  States  in  the 
combined  United  Nations  armies  of  occupation  to  control  hostile,  turbulent, 
controversial  and  key  areas  in  Europe,  Africa  and  the  Mediterranean  region, 
during  the  period  of  the  armistice.  The  remaining  40%  to  50%  would  be  adequate, 
in  cooperation  with  our  land  and  naval  forces  then  available,  to  complete  the  defeat 
of  Japan. 

22.  Lend-Lease  Allocations.  The  estimates  shown  in  Tab  “D"  contemplate 
a  continuation  of  lend-lease  allocation  on  substantially  the  present  scale.  From 
U.S.  aircraft  production  in  1943  we  are  allocating  to  our  allies  18,146  airplanes,  of 
which  12,450  are  combat  types.  (See  Tab  “F"  for  further  detail.)  Under  this 
program.  Great  Britain,  after  fully  utilizing  her  personnel  resources  for  air  force 
expansion,  has  been  enabled  to  build  up  and  maintain  a  greater  percentage  of 
reserve  combat  aircraft  than  we  have  as  yet  even  planned.  Russia  is  receiving  a 
very  substantial  flow  of  combat  aircraft  of  types  suitable  for  the  close  support  of 
her  heavily  engaged  ground  forces.  Under  present  conditions  China  has  not  the 
facilities  or  organization  to  produce  an  effective  Air  Force  of  substantial  strength. 
It  is  believed  that  we  should  retain  for  our  own  use  our  heavy  bomber  and 
substantially  all  our  air  transport  production:  and  that  we  should  not  at  this  time 
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commit  ourselves  to  any  material  increase  in  lend-lease  allocations  of  any  types. 
Some  increase  of  our  allocation  of  air  support  type  airplanes  to  Russia  and  China 
should  be  anticipated  if  and  when  actual  increase  in  our  production  has  made  it 
clear  that  it  can  be  done  without  detriment  to  our  own  air  forces  program. 

23.  Conclusion  and  Recommendation: 

That  the  United  States  should  have  in  being  when  an  armistice  is  signed  signifying 
the  defeat  of  Germany,  a  principal  air  arm  of  the  strength  of  approximately  45,000 
tactical  airplanes,  with  a  relative  composition  by  types,  as  indicated  in  paragraph 
17,  above. 


s/O.  A.  ANDERSON 
Brig.  General,  U.S.A. 

Asst.  Chief  of  the  Air  Staff,  Operational  Plans. 
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War  Department  Basic  Plan 
for  the  Post-War  Military  Establishment* 

March  29,  1945 

INTRODUCTION 

A.  Purpose  of  this  plan.  The  War  Department  Basic  Plan  is  designed  to 
furnish  such  general  plans,  policies  and  concepts  relating  to  the  post-war  military 
establishment  as  are  essential  to  permit  further  and  more  detailed  planning.  In  final 
form  the  completed  plan  will  furnish  a  comprehensive  presentation  of  the  character 
of  the  contemplated  post-war  military  establishment.  The  War  Department  Basic 
Plan  will  be  followed  by  the  plans  of  the  Army  Air,  Ground  and  Service  Forces. 
When  the  latter  plans  are  approved,  they  will  be  combined  with  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  Basic  Plan  to  form  the  War  Department  Plan  for  the  Post-War  Army. 

B.  Use.  Implementation  of  this  War  Department  Basic  Plan  will  mean 
significant  changes  from  the  pre-war  military  establishment,  with  resulting 
changes  in  existing  laws  and  regulations.  Also,  unless  such  legislation  is  secured, 
the  Army  will  revert  to  its  pre-war  organization  generally.  Consequently,  it  will  be 
assumed  that  such  alterations  of  or  additions  to  present  legislation  and  regulations 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  into  the  peacetime  establishment  the  general  structure 
of  the  existing  establishment  and  to  implement  this  plan  will  be  secured.  However, 
while  this  War  Department  Basic  Plan  will  be  used  for  all  post-war  planning,  care 
must  be  exercised  that  no  commitment,  either  actual  or  implied,  is  made  to  an 
individual  or  group  except  by  express  authority  of  the  War  Department.  Legisla¬ 
tion  which  will  be  necessary  to  implement  planning  is  under  study  by  appropriate 
staff  agencies. 

C.  Definition  of  Post-War  Military  Establishment.  The  post-war  military 
establishment  is  that  organization  which  will  be  in  existence  when  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  return  to  a  full  peacetime  status.  In  keeping  with  the 
foregoing,  the  post-war  military  establishment  is  designed  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  peacetime,  including  preparation  for  future  possible  emergencies.  It  is 
not  designed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  transition  period  from  war  to  peace. 


•Extract. 
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Part  I 

Section  I — General  Concepts 

1.  The  security  of  the  United  States  requires  the  establishment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  adequate  military  forces.  “Adequacy”  must  depend  basically  upon  the 
nature  of  the  post-war  world  which  will  result  from  the  present  conflict.  The  exact 
form  of  international  organization,  and  the  specific  international  commitments 
which  may  be  entered  into  by  the  United  States  following  the  present  conflict 
cannot  be  anticipated  in  detail  at  this  time.  It  may  be  assumed,  however,  that  the 
conclusion  of  peace  will  require  an  American  military  establishment  capable  of: 

a.  Maintaining  the  security  of  the  continental  United  States  during  the 
initial  phases  of  mobilization; 

b.  Supporting  such  international  obligations  as  the  United  States  may 

assume; 

c.  Holding  strategic  bases  to  ensure  our  use  of  vital  sea  and  air  routes; 

d.  Expanding  rapidly  through  partial  to  complete  mobilization. 

2.  Basis  of  Composition  of  Post-War  Military  Establishment .  National 
tradition  and  the  demands  of  economy  unite  to  require  that  the  post-war  military 
establishment  conform  to  that  type  of  military  institution  through  which  the 
national  manpower  can  be  developed,  based  upon  the  conception  of  a  professional 
peace  establishment  (no  larger  than  necessary  to  meet  normal  peacetime  require¬ 
ments),  to  be  reinforced  in  time  of  emergency  by  organized  units  drawn  from  a 
citizen  Army  Reserve,  effectively  organized  for  this  purpose  in  time  of  peace;  with 
full  opportunity  for  competent  citizen  soldiers  to  acquire  practical  experience 
through  temporary  active  service  and  to  rise  by  successive  steps  to  any  rank  for 
which  they  can  definitely  qualify;  and  with  specific  facilities  for  such  practical 
experience,  qualification  and  advancement  definitely  organized  as  essential  and 
predominating  characteristics  of  the  peace  establishment. 

3.  The  Congress  will  authorize  and  direct  the  employment  of  the  entire 
naval  and  military  forces  of  the  United  States  and  the  resources  of  the  government 
to  carry  on  war  against  an  enemy  government;  and  to  bring  the  conflict  to  a 
successful  termination,  the  Congress  will  pledge  all  of  the  resources  of  the  country. 
In  this  connection,  the  War  Department  will  support  a  Universal  Military  Training 
Act  in  order  to  establish  the  principle  that  every  able-bodied  American  is  subject  to 
military  training  and  in  order  to  provide  a  reservoir  of  trained  Reserves. 

Section  II — Basic  Principles  and  Assumptions 

1.  Post-War  Relationship  Among  the  Principal  Nations.  For  planning  pur¬ 
poses  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  following  relationship  will  exist  among  the 
principal  nations  * 


*In  this  connection,  the  time  of  transition  to  the  post-war  military  establishment  will  be  assumed  to 
be  contingent  upon  these  relationships  being  firmly  established. 
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a.  An  international  organization  for  the  maintenance  of  world-wide 
peace  and  security  and  for  regulation  of  armament  is  in  full  and  effective  operation. 

b.  Such  international  organization  to  be  controlled  by  major  powers, 
one  of  these  being  the  United  States. 

c.  Other  nations  to  contribute  to  such  organization  to  the  extent  found 
necessary  and/or  desirable  by  the  major  powers. 

d.  Control  of  the  sea  and  air  throughout  the  world  to  be  a  primary 
responsibility  of  the  major  powers,  each  power  having  primary  control  in  its  own 
strategic  areas. 

e.  Total  power  of  such  world  organization  to  be  adequate  to  ensure 
peace  against  any  potential  aggressor,  including  one  of  the  major  powers. 

f.  The  strategic  area  over  which  the  United  States  is  to  exercise  primary 
control  will  be  as  covered  in  J.C.S.  570/2  and  succeeding  documents.  Control  of 
the  rest  of  the  world  is  to  be  divided  between  other  major  powers. 

2.  Nature  of  the  Next  War.  For  purposes  of  planning,  it  will  be  assumed  that 
for  the  next  war,  the  actual  attack  will  be  launched  upon  the  United  States  without 
any  declaration  of  war;  that  the  attack  will  represent  an  all  out  effort  on  the  part  of 
the  enemy;  that  the  war  will  develop  into  a  total  war;  that  the  United  States  will  be 
the  initial  objective  of  aggressors  in  such  a  war  and  will  have  no  major  allies  for  at 
least  18  months.  However,  it  will  be  further  assumed  that  the  United  States  will 
have  recognizance  of  the  possibility  of  war  for  at  least  one  year,  and  during  this 
year  preparatory  measures  will  be  inaugurated. 

3.  Universal  Military  Training.  It  is  assumed  for  purposes  of  planning  that 
the  Congress  will  enact,  (as  the  essential  foundation  of  an  effective  national 
military  organization),  that  every  able-bodied  young  American  shall  be  trained  to 
defend  his  country;  and  that  for  a  reasonable  period  after  his  training,  (unless  he 
volunteers  for  serv  ice  in  the  regular  establishments  of  the  Armed  Forces),  he  shall 
be  incorporated  in  a  reserve,  all  of  any  necessary  part  of  which  shall  be  subject  to 
active  military  duty  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  requiring  reinforcement  of  the 
Regular  Army.  (See  para.  3. a. (4)  below) 

a.  The  Army  and  Navy  have  agreed  to  a  set  of  principles  in  the  following 
terms  to  be  applied  in  connection  with  a  program  of  Universal  Military  Training. 

General  Principles 

(1)  Every  citizen  owes  to  his  country  the  duty  to  defend  it. 

(2)  Because  of  the  scope  and  speed  of  modem  war,  defense  of  the 
United  States  will  require  a  reserve  of  young  men  trained  in 
military  practices.  In  the  considered  judgment  of  the  Army  and 
Navy  an  adequate  reserve  can  be  created  only  by  adoption  of 
universal  training  for  all  able-bodied  male  citizens. 

(3)  The  Army  and  Navy  assume  that  the  peacetime  professional 
Army  and  Navy  will  be  no  larger  than  necessary  to  discharge 
peacetime  responsibilities.  Therefore,  in  emergencies,  they 
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must  be  reinforced  promptly  by  previously  trained  civilian 
reserves. 

(4)  Young  men  should  enter  universal  military  training  for  training 
only.  During  their  training  they  should  not  be  an  integral  part  of 
the  Armed  Forces.  Neither  should  they  be  available  for  combat 
or  other  operational  requirements  which  may  arise  during  pea¬ 
ce.  After  their  prescribed  training  they  should  not  be  subject  to 
call  for  service  or  for  further  training  except  during  a  national 
emergency  expressly  declared  by  Congress. 

Principles  Governing  Training 

(5)  Training  should  be  truly  universal.  It  should  be  applied  impar¬ 
tially  so  that  no  young  man  capable  of  contributing  to  the 
nation's  defense  will  be  exempt,  except  for  bona  fide  religious 
scruples. 

(6)  This  training  should  occur  in  youth.  The  age  most  favorable  for 
military  training  is  from  17  to  20  years.  In  determining  when  an 
individual  begins  his  training,  consideration  should  be  given  to 
his  educational  status.  (For  example,  young  men  who  will  be 
graduated  in  the  18  and  19-year  age  groups  should  start  military 
training  on  the  first  induction  date  following  graduation.  High 
school  and  preparatory  school  graduates  in  the  17-year  age 
group  should  be  accepted  for  training  only  if  they  volunteer  and 
have  their  parental  consent.  Trainees  who  have  not  entered  a 
preparatory  or  high  school  upon  reaching  18  years  should  start 
their  training  on  the  first  induction  date  after  they  reach  18.) 

(7)  Registration,  examination  and  selection  of  trainees  should  be 
administered  by  civilian  agencies.  After  induction  the  program 
should  F  administered  by  the  military  and  naval  services. 

(8)  The  program  should  be  undertaken  solely  to  provide  adequate 
military  training  and  should  not  be  diluted  by  training  for  other 
purposes. 

(9)  Training  should  be  for  one  continuous  year.  This  is  the  mini¬ 
mum  time  required  to  develop  the  skills  demanded  of  fighting 
men  in  modem  warfare. 

( 10)  Men  eligible  for  training  in  the  Armed  Services  should,  within 
quota  limitations,  receive  training  in  the  Service  of  their  choice. 
Otherwise,  trainees  should  be  allotted  to  the  Army  and  Navy, 
(including  Marine  Corps),  in  proportion  to  the  approved 
strength  of  these  Services. 

(11)  Standards  governing  acceptance  of  trainees  should  be  the  same 
for  both  the  Army  and  Navy. 
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(12)  Qualified  young  men  may  enlist  in  the  Regular  Army.  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps  and  in  the  Coast  Guard  either  before  or  during 
training.  Trainees  completing  the  prescribed  year  of  training 
may  apply  for  further  training  leading  to  promotion  in  all  grades 
to  and  including  a  commission  in  the  Armed  Services  or  their 
Reserves.  After  completing  the  prescribed  year  of  training,  each 
trainee  should  become  a  member  of  the  Army's  Enlisted  Re¬ 
serve  Corps  or  the  U.S.  Naval  Reserve  remaining  in  this  status 
for  five  years  but  being  subject  to  call  only  as  outlined  in  par. 
4. a. (4)  above.  In  lieu  of  these  five  years  in  a  special  reserve, 
trainee  might  voluntarily  enroll  in  the  National  Guard,  the 
Organized  Naval  or  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  or  the  Regular 
Army,  Navy  or  Coast  Guard. 

4.  Basic  Composition  of  Post-War  Military  Establishment.  The  post-war 
military  establishment  will  consist  of  the  Regular  establishment,  one-year  train¬ 
ees,  the  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Organized  Reserve  Corps. 
All  components  of  the  establishment  will  be  liable  for  entry  into  the  Army  of  the 
United  States  and  for  overseas  service  upon  the  declaration  of  an  emergency. 

5.  Peacetime  Industrial  Organization  for  an  Emergency. 

a.  Research  and  Development:  An  adequate  program  of  military  scien¬ 
tific  research  and  development  in  the  post-war  period  will  be  of  large  importance  to 
the  future  military  security  of  this  nation  and  must  form  an  integral  part  of  the 
broad  plans  for  the  post-war  military  establishments  of  the  Armed  Forces.  There 
must  be  an  intimate  relationship  between  the  Armed  Services  and  industry, 
university  laboratories  and  general  government  laboratories. 

b.  General  Materiel  Mobilization  Scheme.  The  general  materiel  mobi¬ 
lization  plan  of  the  post-war  military  establishment  must  be  designed  to  meet  the 
anticipated  demands  of  the  next  war.  The  following  requirements  and  assumptions 
are  furnished  therefore  and  for  planning  purposes: 

( 1 )  The  next  war  will  be  a  “total"  war. 

(2)  Preparation  for  materiel  mobilization  for  the  next  emergency 
will  require  retention  in  pilot  production,  or  in  stand-by  reserve, 
of  such  government-owned  facilities  and  equipment  for  the 
production  of  non-commercial  items  as  may  be  necessary  to 
provide  for  continued  development  of  techniques  and  for  the 
availability  of  adequate  production  capacity  to  ensure  future 
military  security. 

(3)  Detailed  plans  will  be  developed  and  revised  from  time  to  time 
by  the  War  Department  agencies  concerned  to  integrate  private 
industry  with  the  materiel  mobilization  scheme  for  the  next 
emergency.  Close  liaison  of  research  and  development  pro¬ 
grams  will  be  required  and  experimental  and  development  con¬ 
tracts  issued. 
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(4)  The  War  Department  War  Reserve  is  to  consist  of  those  items  of 
military  supply  and  equipment  of  commercial  and  non-commer¬ 
cial  types  which  are  essential  to  equip,  supply  and  maintain  the 
armed  forces  either  in  training  or  in  active  operations,  and 
which  cannot  be  obtained  from  normal  civilian  industry  or  from 
government-owned  manufacturing  facilities  of  all  types  of  suffi¬ 
cient  quantities  upon  mobilization  and  during  the  period  re¬ 
quired  for  industry  to  make  sufficient  deliveries.  Equipment 
will  be  maintained  in  the  hands  of  permanent  forces  and  in  war 
reserve  so  that  a  total  of  4.500,000  men  can  be  mobilized 
effectively  within  one  year  following  M-day. 

6.  Time  Factors. 

a.  Initiation  of  Post-War  Military  Establishment. 

(1)  Three  years  will  be  the  duration  of  the  period  between  the  defeat 
of  Japan  and  the  return  of  United  States  to  a  full  peacetime 
status.  Personnel  and  materiel  provision  for  the  post-war  mili¬ 
tary  establishment  will  be  planned  accordingly. 

b.  Length  of  Next  Emergency.  It  is  assumed  for  planning  purposes  that 
the  next  war  will  be  of  five  years  duration. 

c.  Rate  of  Expansion  from  Post-War  Military  Establishment  to  Emer¬ 
gency  Establishment.  The  prescribed  expansion  of  the  Army  of  the  United  States 
by  activation  of  its  then  authorized  Reserves  subsequent  to  M-day  in  any  future 
emergency  will  be  assumed  to  occur  over  a  period  of  one  year  in  equal  monthly 
increments. 

7 .  Targets  of  Expansion  for  Next  Emergency. 

a.  Personnel.  It  shall  be  assumed  that  following  M-day  the  personnel 
of  the  active  military  establishment  will  be  capable  of  rapid  expansion  to 
4,500,000  trained  and  equipped  troops. 

b.  Industrial.  It  shall  be  assumed  that  the  maximum  required  annual 
rate  of  production  in  the  next  war  will  be  equivalent  to  the  rate  of  production  in  the 
year  1943. 


Section  III — Missions 


General  Statement: 

The  post-war  military  establishment  must  be  prepared  at  all  times  to  protect 
the  vita!  interest  of  the  United  States  by  successful  implementation  of  national 
policies  with  such  Armed  Forces  as  may  be  required.  Specifically,  it  must  prepare 
to  carry  out  the  national  will  for  the  first  year  of  a  major  war. 

1.  Combat. 

a.  Offensive.  The  post-war  military  establishment  must  be  capable  both 
of  assuming  the  strategic  and  tactical  offensive  in  time  to  prevent  any  sustained 
attack  on  our  vital  bases  and  lines  of  communication,  thereby  shielding  completion 
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of  the  full  military  and  industrial  mobilization  of  the  country,  and  of  subsequently 
maintaining  that  offensive. 

b.  Defensive.  In  conjunction  with  assuming  the  offensive,  the  post-war 
military  establishment  must  be  prepared  at  all  times  to  protect  ou’lying  bases,  lines 
of  communication,  and  the  continental  United  States  against  any  sustained  and 
unpredicted  attack. 

c.  The  post-war  military  establishment  must  be  capable  of  comple¬ 
menting  the  efforts  of  our  Naval  Forces  in  upholding  the  interest  of  the  United 
States  by  carrying  the  war  to  the  enemy  for  a  conclusive  victory  in  a  minimum  of 
time. 

2.  Training.  In  conformity  w  ith  the  combat  mission,  the  training  doctrine  of 
the  post-war  military  establishment  must  stress,  both  in  the  immediate  and  in  the 
long-run  employment  of  forces,  preparation  to  assume  the  offensive  at  the  earliest 
possible  moment  and  maintain  it  to  final  victory. 

Section  IV — General  Deployment 

1.  Overseas  Forces.  The  peacetime  military  establishment  will  be 
organized  to  provide  overseas  forces  at  peace  strength.  These  forces  will  be 
composed  of  Regular  enlisted  personnel.  A  proportion  of  the  officer  personnel  may- 
consist  of  Reserves  on  temporary  active  duty.  In  an  emergency,  overseas  forces 
will  be  brought  to  war  strength  as  required  by  movement  of  fillers. 

2.  Home  Forces. 

These  forces  will  be  composed  of: 

a.  Administrative,  supply,  development  and  instructional  overhead  not 
assigned  to  units,  composed  of  Regular  personnel  reinforced  as  necessary  and 
practicable  by  Reserve  officers  on  temporary  active  duty.  A  proportion  of  officer 
candidates  on  temporary  active  duty  may  be  included 

(1)  Air  Forces.  For  planning  purposes,  it  will  be  assumed  that  the 
permanent  Air  Forces  will  be  organized  administratively  into  a 
headquarters  and  such  Air  Forces.  Commands  and  other  ele¬ 
ments  as  may  be  provided  within  the  established  troop  ceiling 

(2)  Ground  Forces.  For  planning  purposes  it  w  ill  be  assumed  that 
the  permanent  Ground  Forces  will  be  organized  admin¬ 
istratively  into  a  headquarters  and  such  Army  Corps  headquar¬ 
ters  and  separate  Commands  as  may  be  provided  within  the 
established  troop  ceiling. 

(3)  Service  Forces.  For  planning  purposes  it  will  be  assumed  that 
the  permanent  Service  Forces  will  be  organized  admin¬ 
istratively  to  support  the  requirements  of  the  Ground  and  Air 
Forces. 

b.  Strategic  Reserves.  < immediate  action  force).  During  the  transition 
stage  from  war  to  peace  or  peace  to  war.  the  maintenance  of  stiategic  reserves  in  the 
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United  States  will  be  desirable.  For  this  purpose.  Regular  officers  and  non¬ 
commissioned  officers  at  cadre  strength  will  be  provided  for  in  the  permanent 
establishment.  Normally,  there  will  be  at  least  a  few  mobile  tactical  units  available 
for  reinforcement  of  overseas  forces  or  other  emergency  uses. 

c.  Training  Forces.  Each  unit  in  the  training  forces  will  consist  of  an 
overhead,  (administrative,  supply  and  instructional),  and  the  trainees.  Each  unit 
will  be  maintained  at  war  strength  plus  one  cadre.  Regular  personnel  will  be 
limited  to  cadre  strength  and  reinforced  as  necessary  by  Reserve  officers,  officer 
candidates,  and  Reserve  non-commissioned  officers  on  temporary  active  duty. 
Where  “on-the-job"  training  is  indicated,  it  may  be  conducted  within  regularly 
constituted  units  within  the  United  States;  this  will  apply  even  though  such  units 
are  earmarked  for  overseas  deployment. 
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Report  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
Special  Committee 
for 

Reorganization  of  National  Defense* 
April  1945 


Statement  of  the  Problem 

1 .  To  recommend  the  best  practicable  organization  of  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  for  their  most  effective  employment  in  time  of  war.  and  their  most 
efficient  preparation  for  war.  in  time  of  peace. 

Facts  Bearing  on  the  Problem 

2.  This  problem  has  been  a  matter  of  grave  concern  since  World  War  I. 
During  this  period  a  number  of  bills  to  effect  some  major  reorganization  of  our 
Armed  Forces  have  been  considered  by  Congressional  committees  and  more  than 
twenty-six  departmental  studies  have  been  submitted,  all  without  any  comprehen¬ 
sive  result.  The  Select  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  Post-War 
Military  Policy  is  now  actively  concerned  with  this  problem  and  looks  to  the  War 
and  Navy  Departments  for  a  solution.  The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Special  Committee 
has  studied  this  problem  for  ten  months.  It  has  visited  the  major  commands  in  the 
field  and  obtained  their  views. 


Summary  of  Conclusions 

3.  The  Special  Committee,  excepting  the  senior  Naval  member,  is  unan¬ 
imously  in  favor  of  a  single  department  system  of  organization  of  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States.  This  view  is  supported  by  Generals  of  the  Army  MacArthur 
and  Eisenhower,  Fleet  Admiral  Nimitz,  Admiral  Halsey,  a  substantial  number  of 
other  commanders  in  the  field,  and  many  officers  in  Washington. 

4.  After  carefully  weighing  many  conflicting  considerations,  the  Special 
Committee  agreed  upon  the  organization  shown  in  the  attached  Chart.  Enclosure 


*  Extract 
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"A."  The  organization  proposed  is  along  the  lines  upon  which  the  independent 
colonies  were  united  into  a  federal  union.  Strong  differences  of  opinion  will  exist 
with  respect  to  details  of  the  organization.  Therefore,  the  Special  Committee,  in 
the  analysis  of  the  proposed  organization,  Enclosure  “B."  discusses  alternative 
solutions  of  specific  issues  and  the  reasons  for  its  conclusions  in  each  case.  The 
Special  Committee  urges  that  the  proposed  organization  be  viewed  as  a  whole  and 
that  its  basic  principle  be  approved  regardless  of  differences  of  opinion  of  individu¬ 
al  provisions. 

5.  The  Special  Committee  adopted  certain  basic  agreements,  as  set  forth  in 
Enclosure  "B.”  It  believes  that  the  inclusion  of  these  agreements  in  the  proposed 
legislation  will  clarify  the  position  of  aviation,  and  of  the  Marine  Corps,  and  will 
secure  the  support  of  the  services  of  this  legislation. 

6.  Before  the  expiration  of  the  war  powers  of  the  President,  there  must  be  a 
thorough  statutory  internal  reorganization  of  both  the  War  and  Navy  Departments 
in  order  to  retain  the  improvements  effected  by  executive  orders  and  administrative 
action.  Almost  without  exception,  the  “witnesses  voiced  deep  concern  lest, 
through  inaction,  we  revert  to  the  departmental  organizations  and  to  the  inter-' 
service  relationships  that  existed  before  Pearl  Harbor.”  The  Special  Committee 
believes  that  any  further  organizational  changes  made  in  either  department  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  legislation  should  be  designed  to  facilitate  the  creation  of  a  single 
department. 

7.  The  Special  Committee  believes  that  enabling  legislation  for  the  creation 
of  a  single  department  should  be  enacted  without  delay  and  that  overall  reorgan¬ 
ization  should  be  effected  by  direction  of  the  President  not  later  than  six  months 
after  the  end  of  the  war. 

8.  The  Special  Committee  believes  that  a  council  composed  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Department  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  Department  of  State  should  be 
established,  as  set  forth  in  Enclosure  “B,”  in  order  to  correlate  national  policies 
and  military  preparedness. 

Recommendations 

9.  The  Special  Committee  recommc- Js: 

a.  That  the  single  department  system  of  organization  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  as  shown  in  Enclosure  “A,”  be  adopted,  and  that  the  preparation  of  the 
enabling  legislation  for  presentation  to  the  Congress  be  undertaken  under  the 
general  direction  of  the  Special  Committee. 

b.  That  this  legislation  include  the  Special  Committee's  agreements  with 
respect  to  the  position  of  aviation,  and  the  Marine  Corps,  set  forth  in  Enclosure 
“B.” 

c.  That  any  further  organizational  changes  made  in  either  department, 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  legislation,  have  in  view  the  creation  of  a  single 
department. 
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d.  That  the  council  described 

s/M.  F.  SCHOEFFEL 
Rear  Admiral,  U.S.  Navy 
Member 

s/W.  F.  TOMPKINS 
Major  General,  U.S.  Army 
Member 

The  dissenting  views  of  Admiral  J. 
Minority  Report. 


in  Paragiaph  8  above  be  created. 

s/H.  L.  GEORGE 
Major  General,  U.S.  Army 
Member 

s/F.  TRUBEE  DAVISON 
Colonel,  AUS 
Alternate 

>.  Richardson  are  attached  hereto  marked 


s/J.  O.  RICHARDSON 
Admiral,  U.S.  Navy  (Ret.) 
Senior  Member 
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Minority  Report  of 

Admiral  J.  O.  Richardson,  U.S.  Navy  (Ret.) 


1.  I  do  not  concur  in  the  recommendations  contained  on  page  two  of  this 
report. 

2.  After  considerable  objective  study,  and  after  careful  consideration  of  the 
views  of  many  officers,  I  am  convinced  that  it  is  not  now  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
Nation  to  adopt  a  single  department  system  of  organization  of  the  Armed  Forces. 

3.  If  those  in  authority  decide  to  establish  a  single  department  system  I  can. 
at  this  time,  conceive  of  no  better  plan  than  that  proposed  by  the  Special  Commit¬ 
tee.  It  is  theoretically  better  than  any  yet  proposed,  but  from  a  practical  point  of 
view  it  is  unacceptable. 

4.  Among  the  considerations  which  have  led  me  to  dissent,  the  following 
are  briefly  noted: 

In  General 

a.  The  present  organization  of  the  War  and  the  Navy  Department  are  the 
result  of  over  one  hundred  and  fifty  years  experience.  Existing  organizations  of 
such  magnitude  should  be  changed  only  as  a  result  of  the  most  indisputable 
evidence  that  the  proposed  change  is  desirable  and  will  accomplish  the  ends 
sought.  I  believe  that  the  two  department  system  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
with  the  addition  of  a  Joint  Secretaryship,  will  provide  a  satisfactory  organization 
of  the  Armed  Forces  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

b.  The  lessons  of  this  war  must  be  thoroughly  digested  before  they  can  be 
applied  properly  to  post-war  organization.  Some  of  these  lessons  are  now  well 
understood;  others  are  only  indicated;  many  are  yet  to  be  learned. 

c.  At  the  present,  the  nature  and  size  of  our  post-war  Armed  Forces 
required  to  preserve  the  peace  and  prepare  for  war  is  not  known.  It  is  too  early  to 
design  an  organization  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  post-war  Armed  Forces  whose 
characteristics  are  so  indistinct. 

d.  At  the  termination  of  the  war  the  Army  and  Navy  will  be  faced  with 
tremendous  problems  of  demobilization.  It  would  be  unwise  at  that  time  to 
undertake  major  reorganization.  I  believe  that  the  present  organization  is  best 
suited  to  demobilize  successfully  and  to  deploy  our  forces  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
post-war  world  order. 

e.  Many  of  the  officers  whose  opinions  should  be  of  most  value  in 
seeking  a  solution  to  this  problem  stated  that  they  were  so  fully  occupied  in  the 


245 


PLANNING  &  ORGANIZING  THE  POSTWAR  AIR  FORCE 


prosecution  of  the  war  that  they  had  been  unable  to  give  the  subject  the  study  which 
its  importance  merited. 

Regarding  the  Single  Department. 

f.  I  am  not  convinced  as  to  the  validity  of  many  reasons  advanced  to 
support  the  thesis  that  there  should  be  a  single  department.  For  example,  I  do  not 
agree  that  the  effectiveness  of  the  effort  of  the  forces  in  the  field  depends  upon  the 
existence  of  a  single  department  in  Washington. 

g.  Many  proponents  of  the  single  department  system  assert  that  if  a  single 
department  is  not  created,  then  the  only  solution  is  to  create  a  three  department 
system.  This  might  be  true  if  it  were  necessary  to  create  a  coordinate  Air  Force. 

h.  Because  the  interests  and  activities  of  the  Army  and  Navy  are  so 
divergent,  so  great  in  magnitude,  and  so  distinct  in  mission,  I  believe  that  a  single 
department  system  would  inevitably  hamper  the  full  and  free  development  of  each. 

Regarding  the  Form  of  the  Single  Department  Proposed. 

i.  I  believe  it  unwise  to  give  power  proposed  herein  to  one  Secretary  and 
one  Commander  of  the  Armed  Forces.  Aside  from  the  difficulty  in  finding  men 
capable  of  discharging  those  vast  duties  acceptably,  there  is  real  danger  that  one 
component  will  be  seriously  affected  by  the  decisions  of  one  man  to  the  detriment 
of  the  effectiveness  of  the  Armed  Forces  as  a  whole. 

j.  I  am  far  from  convinced  that  there  will  be  an  increase  in  the  effective¬ 
ness  or  the  economy  of  the  Armed  Forces  by  the  adoption  of  this  proposal.  The 
components  are  granted  such  autonomy  as  is  consistent  with  teamwork.  This  is 
vague  and  may  result  in  three  separate  services  being  farther  apart  than  are  the 
Army  and  Navy  today;  especially  in  the  field  of  logistics. 

k.  I  am  not  convinced  that  an  Air  Force  should  be  set  up  on  a  basis 
coordinate  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  Proponents  of  this  idea  assert  that  this  is 
necessary  for  full  development  of  air  power.  Naval  air  power  has  developed  within 
the  Navy.  1  fear  that  the  creation  of  an  Air  Force  on  a  basis  coordinate  with  the 
Army  and  Navy  would  inevitably  draw  the  Naval  Aeronautical  Organization  out  of 
the  fabric  of  the  Navy  into  which  it  is  now  intimately  woven.  Such  disintegration  of 
the  Navy  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  Armed  Forces  as  a  whole. 

l.  I  foresee  practical  difficulties  in  the  functioning  of  the  Staff  of  the 
Commander  of  the  Armed  Forces .  The  Commander  will  desire  a  staff  which ,  in  his 
judgment,  will  best  assist  him  in  discharging  his  duties.  Throughout  the  years,  the 
Army  and  Navy  have  differed  fundamentally  on  the  composition  and  duties  of 
major  staffs.  Initially,  at  least,  the  staff  which  would  be  suitable  for  a  Naval  officer 
in  command  of  the  Armed  Forces  could  not  be  expected  to  be  acceptable  to  an 
Army  officer  in  the  same  capacity.  Thus,  when  the  Commander  drawn  from  one 
component  is  succeeded  by  a  Commander  drawn  from  another,  the  successor  will 
be  forced  either  to  carry  on  with  an  unfamiliar  staff  organization  or  upset  the  whole 
department  by  reorganizing  his  staff. 
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m.  I  would  expect  the  staff  to  be  very  large  and  inevitably  operate  the 
three  components.  This  would  surely  develop  if  one  or  more  of  the  components 
had,  in  being,  a  force  capable  of  conducting  operations  while  the  other  component, 
due  to  the  lack  of  such  a  force,  was  primarily  concerned  with  education  and 
planning. 

n.  The  Commander  and  his  staff  will  be  required  to  resolve  with  the 
Under  Secretary  and  his  Office  so  many  problems  concerning  the  military  aspects 
of  business  matters  that  they  may  be  fully  occupied  with  material  things  to  the 
prejudice  of  their  higher  responsibilities  of  thinking  and  planning  on  the  highest 
level.  The  same  will  be  largely  true  with  respect  to  the  Commanders  of  the  three 
components. 

o.  In  time,  the  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  will  either  be  the  master 
rather  than  the  servant  of  the  Armed  Forces,  or  become  impotent.  If  the  former, 
each  component  will  lose  control  of  its  logistic  support  and  be  unable  to  demand 
and  receive  munitions  of  war  it  deems  best  for  its  own  peculiar  needs.  If  the  latter,  a 
major  claimed  advantage  for  the  single  department  will  disappear. 

5.  I  propose,  instead  of  reorganization  of  the  Armed  Forces, 

a.  That  the  present  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  organization  be  continued  after 
the  war  by  statute. 

b.  That  the  reorganizational  gains  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments 
made  possible  by  Executive  Order  and  administrative  action  be  continued  after  the 
war  by  statute. 

c.  That  study  of  reorganization  of  the  Armed  Forces  be  continued  in  the 
light  of  our  war  experiences. 

That  the  advisability  of  establishing  a  Joint  Secretaryship  in  the  present 
organization  be  fully  explored. 


s/J.  O.  RICHARDSON 
Admiral.  U  S.  Navy  (Ret) 
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Enclosure  “B” 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Special  Committee  for 
Reorganization  of  National  Defense* 

Section  I 

INTRODUCTION 


Studies  Since  World  War  l . 

101.  The  problem  of  overall  reorganization  of  the  armed  forces  has  been  of 
concern  for  many  years.  Since  World  War  I.  numerous  bills  which  would  either 
merge  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  or  create  a  separate  Air  Force  have  been 
introduced  in  Congress  and  considered  by  Congressional  committees.  During  that 
time  no  less  than  twenty-six  Departmental  reorganization  studies  have  been  made. 
Not  one  of  these  bills  or  studies  has  produced  comprehensive  results. 

C ongressiona I  A  <  ti  vity. 

102.  The  Congress  is  again  actively  concerned  with  this  problem  and  looks 
to  the  military  profession  for  definite  proposals.  Unless  an  acceptable  solution  is 
developed  by  the  Armed  Services.  Congress  may  take  the  initiative  and  adopt  its 
own.  Bills  for  reorganization  were  introduced  in  the  present  Congress  before  it  had 
been  in  session  for  one  month 

103.  In  April  and  May  of  1944  the  House  of  Representatives  Select  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post-War  Military  Policy,  under  the  chairmanship  of  Representative  Wood- 
rum,  held  hearings  on  a  proposal  to  establish  a  single  Department  of  the  Armed 
Forces.  Senior  officers  and  officials  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  testified.  In 
general,  the  Army  witnesses  favored  the  establishment  of  a  single  Department  of 
the  Armed  Forces.  Practically  every  Navy  witness  either  definitely  expressed  the 
view  or  conveyed  the  impression  that  his  mind  was  not  made  up;  that  the  matter 
should  be  seriously  studied;  that  the  lessons  of  the  war  largely  remained  to  be 
learned;  and  that  no  decisions  should  be  reached  until  the  views  of  the  commanders 
in  the  field  had  been  considered.  The  Woodrum  Committee  was  in  accord  with  the 
almost  unanimous  view  of  the  witnesses  that  no  comprehensive  or  revolutionary 
changes  should  be  made  at  that  critical  period  in  the  war.  In  its  report,  (House 
Report  No.  1645,  78th  Congress,  2nd  Session)  it  commented  favorably  upon  the 
action  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  establishing  this  Special  Committee  to  study 
and  make  recommendations  concerning  the  reorganization  of  national  defense. 

The  Situation. 

104.  At  the  outset  of  the  war  the  Army  and  Navy  were  far  apart  in  their 
thinking  and  planning.  Initial  operations  were  conducted  on  a  basis  of  cooperation. 


‘Extract. 
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Because  each  knew  so  little  of  the  capabilities  and  limitations  of  the  other,  adequate 
mutual  understanding  which  is  so  essential  to  unity  of  effort  was  lacking  to  an 
alarming  degree.  Moreover,  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  were  organized  along 
cumbersome  and  inefficient  lines  which  hindered  rather  than  facilitated  coopera¬ 
tion.  It  became  evident  immediately  that  radical  reorganization,  both  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  in  the  field  was  necessary.  Fortunately,  the  broad  war  powers  granted 
the  President  by  Congress  permitted  immediate  action.  The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
came  into  being  as  an  agency  to  direct  the  broader  phases  of  the  conduct  of  the  war. 
The  War  and  Navy  Departments  were  substantially  reorganized  by  Executive 
Orders.  The  principle  of  unity  of  command  in  the  field  was  adopted  and  supreme 
commanders  were  appointed  in  the  combat  area;  but  this  did  not  produce  complete 
integration  of  effort  within  theaters  of  operations. 

105.  During  the  progress  of  the  war  great  strides  have  been  made  in  bringing 
the  services  closer  together.  Within  the  framework  of  Executive  Orders,  improve¬ 
ments  continue  in  departmental  organization;  and,  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
our  armies,  air  forces,  and  fleets  have  vastly  improved  in  effectiveness.  The  broad 
strategy  of  the  war  and  the  logistic  support  of  our  Armed  Forces  are  now  suffi¬ 
ciently  effective  for  the  successful  prosecution  of  the  war.  Great  progress  has  been 
made  toward  satisfactory  relationships  between  the  civilian  parts  of  our  govern¬ 
ment  and  the  Armed  Forces.  And,  most  important  of  all,  and  because  war  has 
compelled  it,  the  services  are  beginning  to  understand  each  other  and  work 
together  as  a  team.  This  enforced  teamwork,  in  operations  on  a  scale  hitherto  not 
attempted,  has  convinced  them  that  no  service  is  sufficient  in  itself.  They  know  that 
success  results  from  the  effective  integration  of  the  efforts  of  land,  sea,  and  air 
forces. 

106.  At  the  end  cf  three  years  of  war  the  Special  Committee  has  observed 
that  even  in  areas  where  unity  of  command  has  been  established,  complete 
integration  of  effort  has  not  yet  been  achieved  because  we  are  still  struggling  with 
inconsistencies,  lack  of  understanding,  jealousies  and  duplications  which  exist  in 
all  theaters  of  operations.  That  these  handicaps  have  been  overcome  in  any  degree 
is  due  to  the  stature  of  our  leaders  at  home  and  abroad.  It  is  not  to  be  expected  that 
any  reorganization  will  automatically  cure  the  defects  which  continue  to  hamper 
the  Army  and  Navy.  The  first  step  is  to  set  up  that  form  of  organization  whose 
framework  is  such  as  to  be  most  conducive  to  the  development  of  complete 
integration  of  effort.  Then  there  must  follow  joint  education  and  training  of  the 
Armed  Forces  aimed  to  develop  in  all  ranks  and  ratings  a  knowledge  and  under¬ 
standing  of  the  capabilities  and  limitations  of  each  other,  without  which  no  form  of 
organization  can  be  effective.  Without  exception  all  officers  heard  placed  great 
emphasis  on  this  point. 

War  Powers. 

107.  The  major  changes  in  the  organizations  of  the  War  and  Navy  Depart¬ 
ments  since  December  1941  were  made  under  the  war  powers  of  the  President. 
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Those  powers  lapse  six  months  after  the  war.  Unless  comprehensive  statutory 
changes  are  made  before  those  powers  lapse,  the  Departments  will  revert  to  their 
pre-war  organizational  status  and  the  services  will  lose  the  gains  in  efficiency  and 
cooperation  which  these  changes  made  possible.  Almost  without  exception,  the 
witnesses  voiced  deep  concern  lest,  through  inaction,  we  revert  to  the  departmen¬ 
tal  organizations  and  to  the  inter-service  relationships  that  existed  before  Pearl 
Harbor. 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Directives 

108.  Pertinent  parts  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  directive  to  the  Special 
Committee  as  contained  in  paragraph  12  of  J.C.S.  749/7  are  quoted  below  for 
convenience: 

"12  b.  That  a  Special  Committee  consisting  of  two  officers  of  the 
Navy  and  two  officers  of  the  Army  be  constituted  to  make  a  detailed  study  and 
recommendations  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  as  to  the  most  efficient  practicable 
organization  of  those  parts  of  the  executive  branch  of  our  government  which  are 
primarily  concerned  with  national  defense.  .  .  . 

“c.  That  the  Committee,  in  carrying  out  the  above  directive 
be  guided  by  the  concept  that  the  basic  organization  must  be  designed  primarily  to 
insure  the  efficiency  and  overall  integration  of  effort  of  the  land,  sea  and  air  forces; 
secondly,  to  obtain  effective  integration  of  land-sea,  land-air,  and  sea-air  combina¬ 
tions  of  forces;  and  thirdly,  to  provide  land,  sea,  and  air  forces,  each  organized, 
manned  and  equipped  to  perform  most  effectively  its  part  as  an  essential  compo¬ 
nent  of  the  overall  military  organization. 

“d.  That  in  its  studies  the  Committee  include  a  thorough 
examination  of  the  relative  advantages,  disadvantages,  and  practicability  of  the 
following  basic  systems  of  organization: 

( 1 )  Two  departments — War  and  Navy. 

(2)  Three  departments — War,  Navy,  Air. 

(3)  One  Department  of  War  (or  of  Defense). 

“ e .  That  particular  emphasis  be  placed  on  eliminating  unwar¬ 
ranted  duplications. 

“/  That  conclusions  reached  on  a  theoretical  basis  be  adjusted 
to  practical  considerations,  as  may  appear  necessary. 

"g.  That  in  any  plan  involving  a  change,  consideration  be 
given  to  a  period  of  transition  in  which  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  so  far  as 
practicable,  would  be  in  a  position  to  guide  the  development  from  the  present  to  the 
new  military  organization. 

“ k .  That  in  its  final  recommendations,  it  will  indicate  what 
legislation  if  any  is  considered  necessary,  together  with  particular  comment  on  the 
practicability  of  supporting  such  legislation  on  the  basis  of  efficiency  and 
economy.” 
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Agreements 

l(W  In  order  to  establish  workable  points  of  departure  the  Special  Commit¬ 
tee  agreed  upon  the  following  fundamentals  which  would  be  applicable  in  the 
consideration  of  a  Single  Department  System  ol  organization: 

First,  there  shall  be  maintained  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Navy  an 
aeronautical  organization  commensurate  with  its  needs,  including  requisite  num¬ 
bers  and  types  of  aircraft 

Second,  there  shall  be  maintained  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Navy  the 
Marine  Corps,  including  the  Fleet  Marine  Force. 

Third;  there  shall  be  maintained  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Army  such 
specialized  aviation  as  forms  an  integral  and  essential  part  of  its  ground  forces. 

Fourth;  there  shall  be  maintained  as  the  United  States  Air  Force, 
coordinate  with  the  Army  and  the  Navy,  that  part  of  the  aeronautical  organization 
of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  whicr  does  not  form  an  integral  part  of  the 
Army  or  of  the  Navy. 

110.  These  agreements  are  basic  in  that  they  fix  the  position  of  aviation  and 
of  the  Marine  Corps  in  accordance  with  the  beliefs  of  the  Special  Committee  as  to 
their  proper  roles  in  the  organization  of  the  Armed  Forces .  As  the  lessons  of  the  war 
are  more  fully  digested,  as  teamwork  is  more  completely  realized,  as  technologi¬ 
cal  development  progresses,  modification  of  these  agreements  may  be  advisable. 
In  order  to  settle  these  questions  which  have  been  the  subject  of  controversy  for 
years,  it  is  deemed  essential  that  these  agreements  be  incorporated  in  the  enabling 
legislation  for  reorganization,  with  the  proviso  that  during  the  ten  years  subsequent 
to  the  enactment  of  the  legislation,  the  United  States  Chiefs  of  Staff  by  unanimous 
action  may  modify  these  agreements  with  the  approval  of  the  President.  The 
legislation  should  permit  modification  of  the  agreements  thereafter  by  the  Com¬ 
mander  of  the  Armed  Forces,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Armed 
Forces. 
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Minority  Report  of  AAF  Member  of  Special 
War  Department  Committee  on  the 
Permanent  Military  Establishment 
(B  esse  11  Committee) 

28  Nov  45 


1.  Plans  for  the  composition  and  deployment  of  the  203,600  man  regular 
Air  Force  have  been  furnished  the  Special  War  Department  Committee  on  the 
Permanent  Military  Establishment  under  directive  from  the  Committee.  However, 
it  is  desired  to  emphasize  that  the  Army  Air  Forces  does  not  in  any  sense  concur 
with  the  concept  that  limits  the  AAF  to  the  figures  shown  therein.  Submitted  at  this 
time  are  the  considered  recommendations  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  for  the  minimum 
size  Air  Force  that  will ,  in  conjunction  with  other  components  of  the  armed  forces , 
provide  national  security  for  the  United  States  during  the  foreseeable  future. 

2.  At  this  time,  after  the  second  major  war  in  this  century  and  the  costliest 
ever  suffered  by  this  nation,  it  is  desperately  necessary  that  we  lay  well-conceived 
plans  for  a  military  security  force  that  will  effectively  guarantee  the  peace  and 
safety  of  the  U.S.  It  is  with  this  in  view  that  these  proposals  are  submitted.  In  these, 
the  first  and  governing  consideration  has  been  the  national  security;  the  next 
consideration  has  been  the  national  economy  and  minimum  interference  with  civil 
life. 

3.  Each  attempt  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  to  portray  its  strength  requirements 
for  accomplishment  of  its  post-war  mission  has  been  met  with  an  artificial 
allocation  in  the  neighborhood  of  200,000  personnel,  considerably  lower  than  the 
minimum  considered  adequate.  It  is  the  belief  of  the  AAF  that  insufficient  time  has 
elapsed  since  the  initiation  of  the  Army  Forces  Voluntary  Recruitment  Act  of  1945 
to  determine  definitely  the  capabilities  of  voluntary  recruitment  and  it  is  held 
entirely  possible  that  further  exploration  in  this  field  may  show  a  larger  yield 
forthcoming.  While  the  AAF  agrees  that  an  Army  of  greater  size  will  certainly 
increase  the  share  of  the  Federal  Budget  normally  allotted  to  national  defense,  it 
nevertheless  feels  that  the  nation,  given  the  awareness  of  the  real  threat  to  its 
security,  will  approve  and  find  the  means  to  meet  such  a  threat.  This  headquarters 
at  least  would  feel  remiss  in  its  duty  if  it  failed  because  of  arbitrary  estimates  in 
budgetary  terms  to  make  realistic  plans.  And  to  be  realistic  these  plans  must 
envision  accurately  the  character  of  future  warfare.  V-l  and  V-2  type  missiles. 
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atomic  power,  and  5,000  mile  bombers — in  enemy  hands — would  leave  us  no  time 
for  even  miraculous  manpower  and  materiel  mobilizations. 

4.  Even  under  the  broad  assumptions  of  the  report,  a  standing  regular  Air 
Force  of  203,600  is  inadequate  to  meet  its  first  responsibility,  namely,  to  meet 
aggression  with  immediate  destruction  of  the  aggressor’s  vitals.  The  destructive¬ 
ness  of  strategic  air  warfare  which  transcends  front  lines  with  conventional  or 
atomic  explosives  is  a  matter  of  minutes  and  hours  rather  than  weeks  and  months. 
The  assumption  of  superior  intelligence  in  the  report  is  not  based  upon  a  practical 
assurance,  nor  does  it  provide  the  actual  will  to  build  up  the  Air  Force  in  time,  even 
though  the  assumed  Universal  Military  Training  may  provide  part  of  the  air  crews 
within  a  few  months  of  the  initial  warning. 

5.  Reference  is  made  to  the  attached  chart  (Appendix  D)  which  indicates 
the  lapse  of  time  of  some  two  to  four  years  between  decision  to  expand  and 
effective  application  of  air  units  in  combat  (expressed  in  bomb  tonnage).  It  is 
reiterated  that  a  sudden  strike  against  the  U.S.  requires  immediate  action  by  an  Air 
Force  in  being.  A  year’s  warning  does  not  provide  means  for  building  up  the  tiny 
Air  Force  allocated  in  this  study  to  an  Air  Force  effective  against  any  major  power 
or  combination  of  major  powers.  With  Universal  Military  Training  we  would  be 
assured  of  obtaining  in  time  the  enlisted  specialists  only. 

6.  Two  years  of  planning  in  the  Air  Staff  have  resulted  in  the  firm  conviction 
that  the  70-Group  Air  Force  (which,  excluding  overhead  for  training  civilian 
components,  has  been  squeezed  into  a  400.000  tentative  Troop  Basis)  is  the 
bedrock  minimum  with  which  the  Air  Force  can  accomplish  its  peacetime  mission. 
This  mission  includes  the  following  factors: 

a.  Need  for  a  ready  striking  force  to  operate  immediately  anywhere  in 
the  world,  and  capable  of  sufficient  sustained  effort  to  protect  mobilization  at 
home. 

b.  Need  for  overseas  bases  with  intermediate  fields  and  flight  services 
to  provide  mobility  for  our  forces  and  denial  of  an  enemy  to  our  vital  routes  and  to 
our  homeland. 

c.  For  a  minimum  sized  thoroughly  trained  force  of  first  line  combat 
units  to  provide  development  of  new  equipment  and  techniques,  and  to  maintain 
the  ability  of  the  aircraft  industry  to  rapidly  improve,  modify,  and  expand. 

d.  Need  for  a  sufficient  number  of  units  to  give  reserve  personnel, 
especially  air  crews,  experience  in  operating  units  at  home  and  overseas  to  enable 
rapid  reinforcement  in  an  emergency.  The  output  of  military  pilots,  who  must  have 
operating  experience  in  combat  units  before  going  into  the  Reserve,  must  be 
balanced  with  the  output  of  Universal  Military  Training. 

7.  In  connection  with  the  factor  pertaining  to  overseas  bases,  it  is  noted  that 
the  Committee  Report  does  not  differentiate  between  air  and  other  types  on  a 
"caretaking  status."  Airbases  die  on  the  vine  if  not  used  by  aircraft.  When  used, 
even  on  a  caretaking  status,  they  involve  more  than  a  few  plumbers,  electricians, 
and  guards.  They  involve  additional  personnel  and  equipment  for  airdrome  main- 
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tenance,  communications,  navigational  aids,  crash  fire  fighting,  and  fuel  servic¬ 
ing.  In  addition,  whether  these  bases  are  maintained  operationally  as  recom¬ 
mended  herein,  or  on  a  caretaking  status,  their  advanced  location  makes  them 
more  vulnerable  to  destruction  than  their  allocation  of  defensive  antiaircraft  by  the 
Committee  Report  would  seem  to  indicate.  To  justify  their  year-by-year  expense  it 
is  to  be  expected  that  these  bases  should  withstand  the  first  blow  and  permit  our 
immediate  employment.  Therefore,  regardless  of  whether  antiaircraft  remains  as 
part  of  the  AGF  or  is  integrated  with  the  AAF  it  is  recommended  that  antiaircraft 
allotments  to  advanced  bases  be  further  strengthened  in  consonance  with  their 
vulnerability. 

8.  Reduction  of  Air  Force  strength  from  the  recommended  400.000  to 
203,600  means  largely  a  reduction  of  the  striking  force  of  the  Air  Forces.  Certain 
fixed  functions  of  an  Air  Force  having  global  responsibilities  cannot  be  reduced  in 
manpower  requirements  proportionate  to  the  reduction  in  total  strength.  It  should 
be  noted  that  reduction  of  air  striking  forces  below  70  groups  in  effect  denies  the 
units  necessary  to  maintain  the  base  facilities  required  for  and  essential  to  the 
national  interest.  Also,  stripping  the  Air  Force  of  the  units  needed  for  its  mission 
will  be  an  admission  that  this  country  must  rely  for  security  in  the  air  on  the  Naval 
Air  Forces,  which  is  a  more  expensive  and  less  effective  way  of  attacking  the 
problem  of  air  security. 

9.  Therefore,  the  AAF  Member  of  the  Committee  recommends: 

a.  That  portions  of  the  interim  plan  contained  in  Inclosure  A  as  pertain 
to  the  Army  Air  Forces  be  disapproved  for  War  Department  planning  purposes  and 
that  it  not  be  furnished  the  Army  and  Army  Air  Forces  members  of  the  Joint 
agencies  charged  with  preparation  for  the  President  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for 
the  peacetime  establishment  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 

b.  That  the  AAF  plan  for  the  permanent  military  establishment  at¬ 
tached  hereto  be  approved  for  War  Department  planning  purposes  and  that  it  be 
furnished  the  Army  and  Army  Air  Forces  members  of  the  Joint  agencies  charged 
with  the  preparation  for  the  consideration  of  the  President  of  the  comprehensive 
plan  for  the  peacetime  establishment  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 

s/G.  C.  JAMISON 

Brigadier  General,  USA 

AAF  Member.  Special  War  Department 

Committee  on  Permanent  Military 

Establishment 
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War  Department 
The  Adjutant  General’s  Office 
Washington  25,  D.  C. 


AG  322  (21  Mar  46) 

OB-I-AFCOR-(971  (d))-M 

SUBJECT:  Establishment  of  Air  Defense,  Strategic  Air  and  Tactical  Air  Com¬ 
mands;  Redesignation  of  the  Headquarters.  Continental  Air  Forces 
and  Certain  Other  Army  Air  Forces  Units;  Activation.  Inactivation 
and  Assignment  of  Certain  Army  Air  Forces  Units. 

TO:  Commanding  Generals. 

Army  Air  Forces 
Continental  Air  Forces 

1.  Letter,  this  office.  AG  322  (11  Mar  46)  OD-l-AFOOR-(930(d))-M.  13 
March  1946.  subject  as  above,  is  revoked.  (Distribution  withheld). 

2.  Effective  this  date: 

a.  The  following  Commands  are  established  under  the  Commanding 
General,  Army  Air  Forces: 

Strategic  Air  Command 
Tactical  Air  Command 
Air  Defense  Command 

b.  The  Headquarters,  Continental  Air  Forces  is  redesignated  as  the 
Headquarters,  Strategic  Air  Command,  with  station  at  Bolling  Field.  Washington. 
D.  C.  This  Headquarters  will  move  from  its  present  station  to  Andrews  Field. 
Maryland,  on  or  about  1  July  1946.  as  directed  by  the  Commanding  General.  Army- 
Air  Forces. 

c.  The  Headquarters,  Tactical  AirCommand  is  constituted,  assigned  to 
the  Army  Air  Forces  and  will  be  activated  at  Tampa,  Florida,  on  or  before  3!  March 
1946. 

(1)  The  Commanding  General,  Tactical  Air  Command  is  autho¬ 
rized  to  designate,  organize  and  discontinue  Army  Air  Forces 
Base  Units  within  the  block  of  numbers  300  to  399.  inclusive, 
and  within  the  bulk  allotment  of  personnel  authorized  his 
command. 
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d.  The  Headquarters,  Air  Defense  Command  is  constituted,  assigned 
to  the  Army  Air  Forces  and  will  be  activated  at  Mitchel  Field,  New  York,  on  or 
before  31  March  1946. 

(1)  The  Commanding  General,  Air  Defense  Command  is  autho¬ 
rized  to  designate,  organize  and  discontinue  Army  Air  Forces 
Base  Units  within  the  block  of  numbers  100  to  199,  inclusive, 
and  within  the  bulk  allotment  of  personnel  authorized  his 
command. 

e.  Personnel  will  be  authorized  in  accordance  with  bulk  allotment  of 
personnel  as  published  in  Army  Air  Forces  letters  of  the  150-series. 

f.  Administrative  and  housekeeping  equipment  is  authorized  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  T  A  20-1.  as  amended. 

g.  The  Headquarters,  Ninth  Air  Force  is  assigned  to  the  Tactical  Air 
Command  and  will  be  activated  by  the  Commanding  General  thereof  at  Biggs 
Field,  El  Paso,  Texas,  on  or  before  31  March  1946. 

(1)  Personnel  for  manning  the  Headquarters,  Ninth  Air  Force  will 
be  furnished  from  the  bulk  allotment  of  personnel  authorized  the 
Tactical  Air  Command  and  as  directed  by  the  Commanding 
General  thereof. 

(2)  Administrative  and  housekeeping  equipment  is  authorized  in 
accordance  with  T/A  20-1.  as  amended. 

h.  The  Headquarters,  Fifteenth  Air  Force  is  assigned  to  the  Strategic 
Air  Command  and  will  be  activated  by  the  Commanding  General  thereof,  at 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado,  on  or  before  March  1946. 

(1)  Personnel  for  manning  the  Headquarters,  Fifteenth  Air  Force 
will  be  furnished  from  the  bulk  allotment  of  personnel  autho¬ 
rized  the  Strategic  Air  Command,  and  as  directed  by  the  Com¬ 
manding  General  thereof. 

(2)  Administrative  and  housekeeping  equipment  is  authorized  in 
accordance  with  T/A  20-1.  as  amended. 

3.  Effective  this  date: 

a.  The  Headquarters,  Second  Air  Force  is  relieved  from  its  present 
assignment,  assigned  without  change  of  station  to  the  Strategic  Air  Command,  and 
will  be  inactivated  by  the  Commanding  General  thereof  on  or  before  31  March 
1946.  Concurrently  with  its  inactivation,  this  unit  is  assigned  in  an  inactive  status 
to  the  Air  Defense  Command. 

(1)  Personnel  and  equipment  will  be  utilized  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable  in  manning  and  equipping  the  Headquarters.  Fif¬ 
teenth  Air  Force. 

(2)  Records  of  the  inactivated  unit  will  be  disposed  of  and  reported 
in  accordance  with  provisions  of  AR  15-15.  20  September  1945. 
and  TM  12-259. 
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b.  The  Headquarters  and  Headquarters  Squadron,  XIX  Tactical  Air 
Command  is  relieved  from  its  present  assignment,  assigned  without  change  of 
station  to  the  Tactical  Air  Command,  and  will  be  inactivated  by  the  Commanding 
General  thereof  on  or  before  31  March  1946. 

(1)  Personnel  and  equipment  will  be  utilized  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable  in  manning  and  equipping  the  Headquarters.  Ninth 
Air  Force. 

(2)  Records  of  the  inactivated  unit  will  be  disposed  of  and  reported 
in  accordance  with  provisions  of  AR  15-15,  dated  20  September 
1945,  and  TM  12-259. 

c.  The  Headquarters,  Third  Air  Force  is  relieved  from  its  present 
assignment  and  assigned  to  the  Tactical  Air  Command,  and  will  be  transferred, 
less  personnel  and  equipment,  from  its  present  station  to  the  Greenville  Army  Air 
Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina,  on  or  before  31  March  1946,  as  directed  by  the 
Commanding  General,  Tactical  Air  Command. 

( 1 )  Personnel  for  remanning  the  Headquarters  Third  Air  Force  will 
be  furnished  from  the  bulk  allotment  of  personnel  authorized  the 
Tactical  Air  Command  and  as  directed  by  the  Commanding 
General  thereof. 

(2)  Administrative  and  housekeeping  equipment  is  authorized  in 
accordance  with  T/A  20-1,  as  amended. 

d.  The  Headquarters  and  Headquarters  Squadron,  IX  Troop  Carrier 
Command  is  relieved  from  its  present  assignment,  assigned  to  the  Tactical  Air 
Command  without  change  of  station,  and  will  be  inactivated  by  the  Commanding 
General  thereof  on  or  before  31  March  1946. 

(1)  Personnel  and  equipment  will  be  utilized  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable  in  remanning  and  reequipping  the  Headquarters 
Third  Air  Force. 

(2)  Records  of  the  inactivated  unit  will  be  disposed  of  and  reported 
in  accordance  with  provisions  of  AR  15-15,  20  September  1945, 
and  TM  12-259. 

4.  Effective  this  date: 

a.  The  following  units  are  relieved  from  the  control  of  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  and  assigned  in  an  inactive  status  to  the  Commands  indicated  below: 


Unit 

Hq  &  Hq  Sq,  Tenth  Air  Force 


Command 

Air  Defense  Command 


Hq  &  Hq  Sq,  Twelfth  Air  Force 


Tactical  Air  Command 


Hq  &  Hq  Sq,  Fourteenth  Air  Force 


Air  Defense  Command 


Hq  &  Hq  Sq,  53d  Troop  Carrier  Wing 


Tactical  Air  Command  (for 
further  assignment  to  Third 
Air  Force) 
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b.  The  following  units  are  relieved  from  their  present  assignments  and 
assigned  without  change  of  station  to  the  Commands  indicated  below: 

Unit  Command 

Hq,  First  Air  Force  Air  Defense  Command 

Hq,  Fourth  Air  Force  Air  Defense  Command 

c.  The  units  listed  in  the  attached  inclosure  are  relieved  from  their 
present  assignments  and  assigned  to  the  Tactical  Air  Command  without  change  of 
station: 

( 1 )  The  current  group  assignments  of  the  units  listed  in  inclosure  1 
are  not  affected  by  this  action. 

d.  All  units  currently  assigned  to  the  Continental  Air  Forces  and  not 
specifically  assigned  by  this  letter  are  assigned  to  the  Strategic  Air  Command 
without  change  of  station. 

5.  The  funds  of  the  Continental  Air  Forces  will  be  assumed  by  the  Strategic 
Air  Command  until  suitable  distribution  between  the  Air  Defense  Command. 
Tactical  Air  Command  and  the  Strategic  Air  Command  can  be  provided  under  the 
provisions  of  AAF  Letter  30—25 .  4  August  1945. 

6.  Twenty  (20)  copies  of  the  order  issued  pursuant  to  this  letter  will  be 
forwarded  to  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces  (Attention:  Publication 
Division,  Air  Adjutant  General);  in  addition  to  the  distribution  directed  in  para¬ 
graph  17c,  AR  310-50.  No  other  distribution  will  be  made  to  offices  of  Headquar¬ 
ters,  Army  Air  Forces. 

7.  When  the  actions  directed  herein  have  been  accomplished  a  report  will  be 
submitted  to  this  office  by  letter  and  copies  furnished  the  Service  Commander 
concerned. 

8.  Obligate  the  appropriate  allotment  published  in  Section  III.  Circular  No 
178,  War  Department.  1945,  as  amended,  to  the  extent  necessary. 

BY  ORDER  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  WAR: 

/s/  Edward  F.  Witsell 
Major  General 
The  Adjutant  General 
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War  Department  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Staff 
Washington  25,  D.C. 


4  April  1946 

MEMORANDUM  FOR:  PRESIDENT.  BOARD  OF  OFFICERS  ON  ORGAN¬ 
IZATION  OF  THE  WAR  DEPARTMENT  (LIEUT. 
GENERAL  W.  H.  SIMPSON) 

CHIEFS  OF  WAR  DEPARTMENT  GENERAL  AND 
SPECIAL  STAFF  DIVISIONS 
COMMANDING  GENERAL.  ARMY  AIR  FORCES 
COMMANDING  GENERAL,  ARMY  GROUND 
FORCES 

COMMANDING  GENERAL.  ARMY  SERVICE 
FORCES 

CHIEFS  OF  ALL  ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  TECH¬ 
NICAL  SERVICES 

SUBJECT:  Statement  of  Approved  Policies  to  Effect  Increased  Autonomy  of  the 
Army  Air  Forces  within  the  War  Department  Structure. 

1.  The  following  approved  policies,  designed  to  effect  increased  autono¬ 
my  for  the  Army  Air  Forces  within  the  structure  of  the  War  Department,  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Simpson  Board  Report,  are  published 
for  the  information  and  guidance  of  all  concerned.  They  will  be  implemented  to  the 
fullest  degree  possible,  beginning  with  the  effective  date  of  the  reorganization  of 
the  War  Department  contemplated  in  that  report. 

2.  Representation  on  War  Department  Staffs. 

a.  The  Commanding  General.  Army  Air  Forces,  will  nominate  ap¬ 
proximately  50  per  cent  of  the  members  of  War  Department  General  and  Special 
Staff  Divisions  from  Army  Air  Forces  personnel.  This  goal  will  be  reached  as  soon 
as  practicable.  The  officers  nominated  will  be  qualified  to  perform  the  duties  of  the 
Division  for  which  nominated,  and  will  be  acceptable  to  the  Director  or  Chief 
thereof. 

b.  Army  Air  Forces  officers  may  be  detailed  to  duty  in  the  offices  of 
Chiefs  of  Technical  and  Administrative  Services  as  desired  by  the  Commanding 
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General.  Army  Air  Forces,  and  by  arrangement  with  the  Chiefs  of  these  Services 
in  each  instance. 

c.  It  is  to  be  emphasized  that  the  War  Department,  including  the 
General  Staff,  Special  Staff  and  the  Technical  and  Administrative  Staffs  and 
Services,  should  be  looked  upon  as  neither  “Ground”  nor  “Air”  but  as  an  overall 
agency  which  controls  and  serves  both.  All  officers  on  duty  with  these  staffs 
should  deal  with  broad  functions  at  the  War  Department  level,  rather  than  with  the 
interests  of  a  particular  force  or  branch. 

3.  Allocation  of  Service  Troops. 

a.  The  War  Department  recognizes  the  interests  of  the  Army  Air 
Forces  in  that  part  of  the  War  Department  troop  basis  now  indicated  as  Army 
Service  Forces  and  Army-wide  activities. 

b.  As  functions  now  performed  by  the  Army  Service  Forces  are 
transferred  to  the  Army  Air  Forces,  a  proper  proportion  of  personnel  performing 
these  functions  will  also  be  transferred  to  the  Army  Air  Forces  troop  basis. 

c.  The  determination  of  functions  and  troops  to  be  transferred  will  be 
worked  out  over  a  period  of  time  by  the  War  Department,  with  full  consideration 
being  given  to  the  needs  of  the  Army  Air  Forces. 

d.  In  making  such  adjustment,  the  general  principle  will  be  followed 
that  services  which  are  required  with  the  field  armies  or  the  Air  Forces  are  included 
in  the  Ground  Force  and  Air  Force  portion  of  the  troop  basis  respectively,  and  that 
those  elements  which  perform  functions  in  support  of  both  ground  and  Air  will  be 
provided  in  a  separate  War  Department  section  of  the  troop  basis.  It  is  the  Chief  of 
Staff  s  conviction  that  both  now  and  in  the  future,  the  Army  Air  Forces  should  have 
only  those  amounts  of  ordinary  technical  and  administrative  services  needed  for 
actual  servicing  of  troops;  hospital  systems,  ports,  etc.,  to  be  run  by  the  Army. 

4.  Supply  of  Officers  of  The  Technical  and  Administrative  Services 

a.  While  the  Army  Air  Forces  remain  within  the  War  Department, 
and  under  the  ceiling  on  commissioned  personnel  and  methods  of  commissioning 
by  branch  imposed  by  existing  law,  considerations  of  avoidance  of  duplications  and 
economy  in  personnel  dictate  that  the  bulk  of  administrative  and  technical  officer 
personnel  continue  to  be  furnished  to  the  Army  Air  Forces  by  the  Technical  and 
Administrative  Services. 

b.  It  is  recognized  that  when  the  Army  Air  Forces  become  completely 
autonomous,  they  will  require  a  quota,  to  be  later  determined,  of  Technical  and 
Administrative  Officers  who  will  be  permanent  members  of  the  autonomous  Air 
Forces. 

Additional  increments  of  Regular  Officers  which  may  in  the  future  be 
authorized  by  Congress  will  include  a  proportion,  to  be  later  determined,  of 
promotion-list  technical  and  administrative  officers  commissioned  in  the  Air 
Corps,  to  provide  in  part  for  eventual  complete  autonomy.  Also,  at  such  time  as 
complete  autonomy  is  achieved,  it  will  be  proper  and  necessary  to  transfer  an 
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appropriate  proportion  of  the  officers  of  the  Technical  and  Administrative  Services 
of  the  Army  to  the  autonomous  Army  Air  Forces. 

During  the  present  period  of  preparation  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  for 
autonomy,  the  transfers  of  individual  non-rated  officers  of  the  promotion-list 
services  to  the  Air  Corps,  as  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Commanding  General, 
Army  Air  Forces,  the  Chiefs  of  Technical  and  Administrative  Services  and  the 
individual  officers  concerned,  will,  in  general,  continue  to  be  approved. 

c.  During  the  present  period,  officers  of  the  Technical  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  assigned  to  duty  in  the  Army  Air  Forces  will  continue  to  be  under 
the  command  of  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces.  The  Chiefs  of 
Technical  and  Administrative  Services  will  continue  to  be  responsible  for  the  long- 
range  career  planning  of  these  officers  over  the  entire  period  of  their  commissioned 
service.  In  order  that  their  schooling  and  proper  rotation  of  duties  may  be  provided 
for,  they  will  be  returned  to  the  control  of  the  Chiefs  of  Services  from  time  to  time, 
in  accordance  with  policies  to  be  determined  by  the  War  Department. 

5.  Representation  on  Technical  Committees.  The  Commanding  General. 
Army  Air  Forces,  is  authorized  membership  on  the  Technical  Committees  of  the 
Technical  Services  in  such  numbers  as  he  deems  necessary  to  represent  the 
interests  of  the  Army  Air  Forces. 

6.  Command  Communication  System. 

a.  The  Chief  Signal  Officer  of  the  Army  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
of  Staff  and  the  General  Staff  is  responsible  for  the  installation,  maintenance  and 
operation  of  a  single  domestic  and  overseas  integrated  military  communications 
system  known  as  the  Army  Command  and  Administration  Network.  The  size  of 
this  system  will  be  based  on  military  traffic  requirements  and  individual  circuits 
will  be  allocated  to  the  using  services  for  control  and  use  as  required.  Where 
established  facilities  to  meet  specific  emergency  operational  requirements  do  not 
exist,  the  Chief  Signal  Officer,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Communications 
Advisory  Board,  may  authorize  the  installation,  operation  and  maintenance  of 
additional  facilities  by  the  agencies  having  primary  interest.  The  Chief  Signal 
Officer  is  responsible  for  the  movement  of  all  command  and  administrative  traffic 
over  this  system  except  the  movement  of  such  traffic  over  allocated  facilities  which 
is  a  responsibility  of  the  using  service. 

The  Communications  Advisory  Board  to  the  Chief  Signal  Officer  will 
consist  of  the  Chief,  Army  Communications  Service  and  the  Air  Communications 
Officer  of  the  Army  Air  Forces. 

In  the  interest  of  economy,  the  Chief  Signal  Officer,  upon  the  recommen¬ 
dation  of  the  Communications  Advisory  Board,  will  delegate  to  the  Commanding 
General,  Army  Air  Forces,  responsibility  for  the  operation  of  any  designated 
system  station. 

The  installation,  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  Army  Airways  Com¬ 
munication  System  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Commanding  General,  Army 
Air  Forces.  Traffic  handled  over  this  system  will  be  operational  and  weather  traffic 
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pertaining  to  the  movement  of  aircraft  and  such  administrative  traffic  as  is 
authorized  by  the  Chief  Signal  Officer  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Communi¬ 
cations  Advisory  Board.  Such  administrative  traffic  originating  on  the  Army 
Airways  Communication  System  will  be  routed  into  the  Army  Command  Admin¬ 
istrative  network  at  designated  gateways. 

b.  The  provisions  of  Circular  388,  War  Department,  1944,  in  respect  to 
communications,  will  remain  in  effect.  All  questions  involving  the  application  of 
the  provisions  of  this  Circular  on  the  lease  of  communications  services  not  covered 
therein  will  be  resolved  by  the  Chief  Signal  Officer  upon  the  recommendation  of 
the  Communications  Advisory  Board. 

c.  There  will  be  one  contracting  agency  for  the  War  Department  for 
obtaining  commercial  communications  services.  The  Chief  Signal  Officer  has 
already  been  designated  this  function  and  will  apply  this  authority  in  accordance 
with  Circular  388,  War  Department,  1944,  and  recommendations  of  the  Communi¬ 
cations  Advisory  Board. 

d.  Based  on  the  requirements  as  stated  by  the  Commanding  General, 
Army  Air  Forces,  the  Chief  Signal  Officer  will  be  responsible  for  the  defense  of  all 
funds  and  for  the  procurement  of  all  common  items  of  communications  equipment. 

e.  All  funds  for  the  procurement  of  communications  services  for  the 
Army  Air  Forces  will  be  obtained  and  obligated  by  the  Chief  Signal  Officer  based 
on  requirements  submitted  by  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces. 

f.  Pertinent  An..^  Regulations  and  War  Department  Circulars  will  be 
reviewed  by  the  Army  Air  Forces  and  Signal  Corps  and  amended  to  reflect  the 
above  approved  principles. 

7.  Determination  of  Items  of  Communications  and  Radar  Equipment 
Peculiar  to  the  Arms  Air  Forces.  War  Department  Circular  429.  dated  3  Novem!  er 
1944,  will  be  the  general  guide  in  determining  communication  and  radar  equip¬ 
ment  peculiar  to  the  Army  Air  Forces.  The  application  of  the  general  principles  set 
up  in  this  circular  to  specific  items  will  be  decided  by  the  Director  of  Service, 
Supply  and  Procurement,  after  consultation  with  the  Commanding  General,  Army 
Air  Forces,  and  the  Chief  Signal  Officer. 

8.  Responsibilities  if  the  Army  Air  Forces  in  Connection  with  Anti- 
Aircraft  Artillery. 

a.  The  Commanding  General,  Army  Ground  Forces,  is  charged  with 
the  development  and  determination  of  the  tactics  of  anti-aircraft  artillery  when 
employed  by  the  Ground  Forces. 

b.  The  Commanding  General,  Army  Ground  Forces,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  is  charged  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  determination  of  special  tactics  as  are  necessary  for  anti-aircraft  artillery 
when  employed  by  the  Air  Forces. 

c.  The  Commanding  General,  Army  Ground  Forces,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  is  charged  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  determination  of  the  technique  of  fire  at  aerial  targets,  with  prescribing 
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military  characteristics  of  weapons  and  equipment,  and  with  the  preparation  of 
tables  of  organization  and  equipment  for  units  of  anti-aircraft  artillery. 

The  Army  Ground  Forces  will  continue  the  assignment  of  three 
battalions  of  anti-aircraft  artillery  for  employment  at  Army  Air  Forces  Schools,  so 
long  as  the  troop  basis  continues  to  make  this  assignment  possible. 

9.  Responsibilities  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  in  Connection  with  Research 
and  Development. 

a.  The  Army  Air  Forces  are  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  research 
and  development  of  aeronautical  materials,  associated  equipment,  accessories  and 
supplies  procured  by  the  AAF,  and  of  such  other  materials  as  may  be  allocated  to 
the  AAF  for  research  and  development. 

b.  The  Army  Air  Forces  will  conduct  all  experimental,  static  and 
flight  tests  necessary  to  the  developoment  of  such  material. 

10.  Responsibility  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  in  Connection  with  Supply  and 
Procurement .  The  Army  Air  Forces  are  responsible  for: 

a.  Determination  of  qualitative  and  quantitative  requirements  of  items 
peculiar  to  the  Army  Air  Forces  and  items  assigned  to  the  Army  Air  Forces  for 
procurement,  and  for  recommendations  or  requirements  for  common  items. 

b.  Procurement  of  all  items  peculiar  to  the  Army  Air  Forces  or  which 
are  assigned  to  the  Army  Air  Forces  for  procurement. 

c.  Storage,  and  distribution  to  all  Army  Air  Forces  units,  facilities 
and  personnel  of  AAF  procured  material,  and  such  other  items  as  are  assigned  by 
the  War  Department  to  the  Army  Air  Forces  fcr  storage,  maintenance  and  issue. 

d.  Preparation  of  all  Army  Air  Forces  logistical  planning  factors. 

11.  Responsibilty  of  Army  Air  Forces  in  Connection  with  Repairs  and 
Utilities  Functions. 

a.  Repair  and  maintenance  of  Army  Air  Forces  real  property  and  the 
operation  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  utilities  is  a  command  responsibility  of  the 
Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces. 

b.  As  a  Technical  Staff  Officer  of  the  War  Department,  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  is  responsible  for: 

(1)  Preparation  and  submission  to  the  Director  of  Service.  Supply 
and  Procurement,  for  the  latter's  approval  and  publication,  or  uniform  technical 
procedures,  policies  and  standards  of  Army-wide  application  for  the  performance 
of  repair  and  uility  functions.  Such  action  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Major 
Commands  concerned  prior  to  publication. 

(2)  The  conduct  of  technical  inspections  on  the  War  Department 
level  to  assure  that  prescribed  standards,  procedures  and  policies  are  being 
followed. 

(3)  Prescription  of  Army-wide  cost  and  accounting  methods,  the 
review  of  estimates  and  rendering  of  technical  advice  thereon. 

c.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  will  make  available  to  the  Commanding 
General,  Army  Air  Forces,  qualified  officers  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the 
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performance  of  repair  of  utilties  duties,  subject  to  their  availability  in  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  subject  to  their  being  requested  by  the  Commanding  General, 
Army  Air  Forces. 

12.  Responsibilities  of  ,he  Army  Air  Forces  in  Connection  with  Estimation, 
Defense  and  Control  of  Funds,  .'he  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  will 
be  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  budget  estimates  for  the  appropriation  “Air 
Corps,  Army”  and  the  justification  of  such  estimates  before  the  Budget  Advisory 
Committee  of  the  War  Department  and  other  appropriate  agencies.  Funds  for  the 
operation  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  and  for  the  procurement  of  the  items  peculiar  to 
the  Air  Forces  will  be  allocated  directly  to  Headquarters,  Army  Air  Forces,  by  the 
Budget  Officer  for  the  War  Department. 

Activities  at  Army  Air  Forces  installations,  not  peculiar  to  the  Air 
Forces,  but,  which  are  under  the  Air  Force's  command  jurisdiction,  will  be 
financed  by  an  allocation  of  funds  from  the  Budget  Officer  for  the  War  Department 
to  Headquarters,  Army  Air  Forces.  Requirements  of  funds  for  these  activities  will 
be  included  in  the  estimates  of  the  various  appropriate  War  Department  appropria¬ 
tions.  An  example  of  this  type  of  activity  is:  Repair  and  Utilities  at  Army  Air 
Forces  installations. 

13.  Army  Air  Forces  Responsibilities  in  Connection  with  Hospitalization, 
Evacuation  and  Care  of  the  Sick  and  Wounded. 

a.  The  Commanding  General,  AAF  has  command  responsibility  for 
all  medical  installations  and  units  of  the  AAF,  and  for  all  Medical  personnel 
assigned  to  the  AAF. 

b.  The  Surgeon  General,  in  his  capacity  as  a  Technical  Staff  Officer  of 
the  War  Department,  is  Chief  Medical  Officer  of  the  U  S.  Army  and  Medical 
advisor  to  the  Secretary  of  War,  Chief  of  Staff,  and  War  Department  General  and 
Special  Staffs.  As  such  he  has  primary  responsibility  for  the  formulation  of  Army- 
wide  policies  of  hospitalization,  evacuation,  and  care  of  the  sick  and  wounded, 
which  policies  are  reviewed,  revised  as  necessary,  and  promulgated  by  appropriate 
General  Staff  Divisions. 

Directions  or  instructions  will  habitually  be  issued  to  major  subordinate 
commands  under  the  War  Department  through  the  proper  channels  of  command, 
and  not  directiy  from  the  Surgeon  General  to  the  corresponding  Medical  Staff 
Officer  in  a  subordinate  major  command.  However,  the  duties  of  the  Surgeon 
General,  acting  in  his  capacity  as  a  Technical  Staff  Officer  of  the  War  Department, 
will  include  such  technical  supervision  and  inspections  of  Army-wide  medical 
activities  as  the  Chief  of  Staff  may  prescribe. 

In  his  capacity  as  a  Chief  of  a  Technical  Service,  the  Surgeon  General  will 
command  all  General  Hospitals.  The  Surgeon  General  performs  these  duties  in  the 
interests  of  the  Army  as  a  whole,  and  not  in  the  interests  of  a  particular  force  or 
branch  (See  para  2c  above). 

c.  (1)  The  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  will  be  responsi¬ 
ble  for  the  determination  of  the  strength,  organization,  composition,  equipment. 


264 


APPENDIX  6 


and  training  of  Medical  Units  assigned  to  the  Army  Air  Forces.  The  Commanding 
General,  Army  Air  Forces,  will  continue  to  exercise  technical  supervision  and 
control  over  research  and  training  in  all  matters  that  have  to  do  with  flying 
personnel. 

(2)  The  Surgeon  General  will  be  responsible  for  all  technical 
training  of  Medical  Department  personnel,  including  Flight  Surgeons,  except  for 
training  at  the  Flight  Surgeon  School  which  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Command¬ 
ing  General.  Army  Air  Forces. 

d.  Upon  completion  of  the  task  of  caring  for  overseas  patients  in 
general  hospitals,  it  will  again  become  possible  to  transfer  Zone  of  the  Interior 
patients  from  station  hospitals  to  general  hospitals.  At  that  time,  it  is  desired  that 
regional  hospitals  be  eliminated  from  the  system  of  hospitalization.  Accordingly, 
the  regional  hospital  at  Coral  Gables,  Florida,  now  operated  by  the  Army  Air 
Forces  will  be  redesignated  a  general  hospital,  and  this  installation  will  be 
classified  as  an  exempted  station  operating  under  the  command  of  the  Surgeon 
General.  An  adequate  number  of  Flight  Surgeons  will  be  detailed  to  the  staff  of  this 
hospital.  This  hospital  will  be  considered  a  specialized  hospital,  particularly  for 
the  admission  of  Air  Corps  personnel  requiring  hospitalization  and  convalescent 
care  incident  to  their  tactical  mission,  as  Fitzsimmons  General  Hospital  at  Denver. 
Colorado,  is  a  specialized  center  for  tubercular  cases. 

e.  (1)  The  Surgeon  General  will  have  command  responsibility  to 
include  responsibility  for  assignment  and  reassignment,  for  Medical  personnel  on 
duty  in  installations  under  command  of  the  Surgeon  General. 

(2)  Assignment  to  and  relief  from  major  forces  or  overseas  com¬ 
mands  of  Medical  officers  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Central  Officers' 
Assignment  Division,  operating  under  the  direction  of  the  Director  of  Personnel 
and  Administration,  after  coordination  with  the  Major  Commands.  The  primary 
interest  of  the  Surgeon  General  in  the  overall  career  planning  of  Medical  officers, 
including  Flight  Surgeons,  will  be  recognized  by  the  Director  of  Personnel  and 
Administration,  and  Medical  officers  will  be  returned  to  the  control  of  the  Surgeon 
General  as  required  by  consideration  bearing  on  the  advancement  of  their  profes¬ 
sional  education  and  experience.  The  peculiar  requirements  of  the  Army  Air 
Forces  with  respect  to  Medical  officers,  including  Flight  Surgeons,  will  be 
recognized  by  the  Director  of  Personnel  and  Administration  and  the  Surgeon 
General  in  all  career  planning  affecting  Medical  personnel. 

14.  Responsibilities  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  in  Connection  with  Air 
Transport. 

a.  The  Army  Air  Forces  are  responsible  for  control  and  operation  of 
all  Air  Transport  and  related  facilities. 

b.  Determination  of  policies  pertaining  to  movement  and  priorities  of 
passengers  and  freight  on  transport  aircraft  of  the  ATC.  and  commercial  transport 
aircraft  in  conformity  with  the  overall  transportation  program  prepared  by  the 
General  Staff  is  a  function  of  the  War  Department. 
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15.  Communications  in  the  Field  with  Nav\  Commanders .  Direct  com¬ 
munication  between  field  commanders  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  and  the  Navy,  as 
required  on  operational  matters  requiring  coordinated  action  of  both  forces  is 
authorized. 

BY  DIRECTION  OF  THE  DEPUTY  CHIEF  OF  STAFF: 

sH  I  HODES 

Brigadier  General.  GSC 
Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
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Report  to  Chief  of  Staff 
United  States  Army 
on 

Army  and  Air  Force 

Organizational  Matters  Under  Unification’'1 
March  14,  1947 


(Report  submitted  by:  Maj.  Gen.  William  E.  Hall,  GSC;  Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  J.  Knerr, 
USA;  Maj.  Gen.  Charles  L.  Bolte,  GSC;  Brig.  Gen.  S.  L.  Scott,  GSC.) 

Why  A  Unification  Measure  is  Necessary 

World  War  li  has  been  fought  and  won  by  the  superior  performance  of  our 
military  forces.  The  superb  home  front  support  provided  by  labor,  industry, 
agriculture— in  fact,  by  every  important  element  of  our  civilian  life — was  a 
glowing  testimony  to  the  vitality  of  democracy. 

We  hope  never  again  to  become  involved  in  a  great  war.  Should  we  be 
compelled  to  fight  another  war,  we  must  enter  that  war  well  prepared  to  marshal  our 
national  resources  promptly  and  effectively  in  our  defense.  We  are  engaged  in 
considering  the  measures  necessary  to  secure  the  peace  and  to  provide  most 
effectively  for  our  national  security.  In  order  to  plan  wisely  for  our  future  security, 
we  must  measure  our  proposals  against  two  standards: 

What  weaknesses  revealed  by  World  War  II  should  be  corrected? 

What  new  dangers  must  we  anticipate  and  guard  against  ?  It  is  no  reflection 
upon  the  character  or  the  ability  of  the  men  who  directed  the  prosecution  of  the 
recent  war  to  acknowledge  that  mistakes  were  made.  Rather,  it  is  evidence  of  their 
integrity  that  they  should  promptly  call  attention  to  those  errors  and  propose 
corrective  measures. 

Defects  in  our  security  structure  revealed  by  World  War  11  were: 

Our  foreign  policy  and  military  policy  were  not  always  closely  integrated. 

There  was  no  adequate  machinery  for  the  adjustment  of  our  civilian 

economic  life  to  meet  the  military  requirements  of  total  war. 


•Extract 
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When  the  war  started,  there  was  no  adequate  machinery  for  the  mobiliza¬ 
tion  of  our  material  resources,  productive  capacity  and  manpower. 

There  were  gaps  in  the  translation  of  strategic  plans  into  plans  tor  material 
and  personnel. 

There  were  weaknesses  in  planning  of  material  requirements  and  duplica¬ 
tion  in  procurement  both  within  and  between  the  military  departments. 

The  coordination  and  integration  of  military  and  other  war  budgets  were 
not  as  thorough  and  detailed  as  desirable. 

Coordination  between  the  Army  and  Navy  was  inadequate.  The  first  test  ot 
any  plan  for  national  security  is  the  extent  to  which  it  applies  the  lessons  of  the 
past  in  the  development  and  execution  of  corrective  measures  lor  the  future. 
A  plan  which  neglects  this  requirement  is  misconceived,  and  a  plan  which 
fails  to  fulfill  this  requirement  must  be  judged  inadequate. 

We  must  determine  the  answers  to  the  following  questions: 

WHAT  CHANGES  IN  THE  PRESENT  RELATIONSHIPS  OF  THE  MIL¬ 
ITARY  SERVICES  AND  OTHER  GOVERNMENT  DEPARTMENTS  HAS 
OUR  WAR  EXPERIENCE  INDICATED  AS  DESIRABLE  TO  IMPROVE 
OUR  NATIONAL  SECURITY  AND  ELIMINATE  THE  DEFECTS  OUT¬ 
LINED  ABOVE? 

WHAT  FORM  OF  ORGANIZATION  SHOULD  BE  ESTABLISHED 
AND  MAINTAINED  TO  ENABLE  THE  MILITARY  SERVICES  AND 
OTHER  '  'VERNMENT  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  MOST 
EFFEC.  ’'ELY  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  AND  PROTECT  OUR  NATIONAL 
SECURITY.’ 

With  reference  to  the  first  question:  Experience  in  the  last  war  has  revealed 
serious  weaknesses  in  our  present  organizational  set-up — weaknesses  between  and 
within  the  services,  as  weli  as  in  their  relationships  to  other  important  elements 
concerned  with  our  national  security. 

For  the  most  part,  they  were  defects  of  direction,  control  and  coordination. 
Gaps  between  foreign  and  military  policy — between  the  State  Department  and  the 
Military  Establishments.  Gaps  between  strategic  planning  and  its  logistic  imple¬ 
mentation — between  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  military  and  civilian  agencies 
responsible  for  industrial  mobilization.  Gaps  between  and  within  the  military 
services —  principally  in  the  field  of  procurement  and  logistics.  Gaps  in  informa¬ 
tion  and  intelligence — between  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  our 
Government,  between  the  several  departments  and  between  Government  and  the 
people.  These  gaps  and  defects  of  coordination  were  the  result  of  inadequate 
direction  and  control  below  the  level  of  the  President. 

We  have  concluded  that  these  faults  were  also  due  to  lack  of  appropriate  and 
seasoned  mechanisms  and  of  adequate  plans,  policies,  and  procedures  for  coordi¬ 
nation:  lack  of  clear  understanding  and  appreciation  by  one  group  or  individual  ot 
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the  relation  of  others  to  the  overall  job.  These  ills  are  susceptible  of  cure  and  can  be 
corrected  by  a  unification  measure  which  will  provide  control  and  direction  a!  the 
Cabinet  level. 

The  Bill  proposes  a  form  of  military  organization  which  we  think  is  adapted  to 
dealing  with  the  problems  that  face  us.  viz.  a  unified  control  over  a  coordinate 
organization  having  three  departments — Army.  Navy,  and  Air  Force — each  head¬ 
ed  by  a  civilian  secretary  and  tied  together  by  strong  inter-organizational  links 
under  the  control  and  direction  of  a  Secretary  of  Cabinet  rank. 

This  form  will,  in  our  opinion,  foster  civilian  and  congressional  influence  and 
control  over  the  military  departments.  It  will  favor  sound  and  efficient  balance  in 
the  development  of  each  arm  of  the  service;  it  will  furnish  a  broader  basis  for 
considerations  of  military  and  foreign  policy  and  will  be  more  responsive  to  new 
developments  in  the  scientific  field. 

In  answer  to  the  second  question;  The  question  of  the  form  of  organization  of 
our  military  forces  must  be  viewed  in  its  proper  perspective  as  only  one  part  of  a 
much  larger  picture  encompassing  many  elements,  military  and  civilian,  govern¬ 
mental  and  private,  which  contribute  to  our  national  security  and  defense. 

Our  goal  should  be  to  bind  them  together  in  such  a  way  as  to  achieve  the  most 
productive  and  harmonious  whole.  This  calls  for  coordination  as  well  as  com¬ 
mand;  for  parallel  as  well  as  subordinated  effort.  Where  to  use  one  and  where  to 
use  the  other  are  questions  of  balanced  judgment  and  adjustment  to  be  determined 
by  the  principles  and  traditions  of  our  form  of  government,  the  lessons  of  experi¬ 
ence  and  the  basic  policies  and  objectives  to  be  achieved. 

The  necessity  of  integrating  all  these  elements  into  an  alert,  smoothly 
working  and  efficient  machine  is  more  important  now  than  ever  before.  Such 
integration  is  compelled  by  our  present  world  commitments  and  risks,  by  the 
tremendously  increased  scope  and  tempo  of  modem  warfare  and  by  the  epochal 
scientific  d'  toveries  culminating  in  the  atomic  bomb. 

This  involves  organizational  ties  between  the  Department  of  State  and  the 
Military  Establishment;  ties  between  the  military  departments  in  strategy  and 
logistics;  ties  between  the  Military  Establishment  and  the  agencies  responsible  for 
planning  and  carrying  out  mobilization  of  our  industrial  and  human  resources: 
between  the  gathering  of  information  and  intelligence  and  its  dissemination  and 
use;  between  scientific  advances  and  their  military  application. 

The  next  war  will  probably  begin  with  little  or  no  warning  and  will  almost 
immediately  achieve  its  maximum  tempo  of  violence  and  destruction.  Contrasting 
with  the  shortened  opportunity  rord  Tensive  preparation  is  the  increased  length  of 
time  necessary  to  prepare  the  complicated  offensive  and  defensive  weapons  and 
organizational  structure  essential  to  modern  warfare.  The  nation  not  f  ully  prepared 
will  be  at  a  greater  disadvantage  than  ever  before. 

The  great  need,  therefore,  is  that  we  be  prepared  always  and  all  along  the  line, 
not  simply  to  defend  ourselves  after  an  attack,  but  through  all  available  political. 
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military  and  economic  means,  to  forestall  any  such  attack.  The  knowledge  that  we 
are  so  prepared  and  alert  will  in  itself  be  a  great  influence  for  world  peace. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  importance  of  waging  peace  as  well  as  war.  The 
proposed  organizational  structure  is  adapted  to  both  purposes. 

In  view  of  the  critical  state  of  affairs  in  the  world  today  we  cannot  delay 
necessary  measures  required  to  put  our  house  in  order.  There  is  a  lot  of  hard  work 
and  much  study  needed  to  put  our  Armed  Forces  in  condition  to  meet  our 
responsibilities  as  a  World  power  and,  if  necessary,  to  defend  our  way  of  life  at  a 
moment’s  notice. 

A  unification  measure  is  a  first  step  in  the  reorganization  of  the  National 
Defense  Establishment.  It  is  a  necessary  step  which  will  affect  the  safety  of  our 
country  more  than  anything  else  short  of  abolishing  war  itself. 

In  support  of  the  above  a  joint  agreement  has  been  reached  between  the  War 
and  Navy  Departments  and,  although  it  is  a  compromise  agreement,  it  is  supported 
by  each.  Both  Departr  ents  believe  that  the  terms  of  the  agreement  are  the  best 
possible  solution  attainable  at  this  time.  Both  Departments  believe  that  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  as  expressed  in  the  Bill,  will  work;  that  it  will  serve  the  best 
interests  of  the  Nation  and  that  it  is  a  necessary  measure  for  improving  National 
Security. 
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Executive  Order  9877 
Functions  of  the  Armed  Forces 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  as  President  of  the  United  States  and  Commander  in  Chief  of  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  I  hereby  prescribe  the  following  assignment  of 
primary  functions  and  responsibilities  to  the  three  armed  services. 

Section  I — The  Common  Missions  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  are: 

1.  To  support  and  defend  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  against  all 
enemies,  foreign  or  domestic. 

2.  To  maintain,  by  timely  and  effective  military  action,  the  security  of  the 
United  States,  its  possessions  and  areas  vital  to  its  interest. 

3.  To  uphold  and  advance  the  national  policies  and  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

4.  To  safeguard  the  internal  security  of  the  United  States  as  directed  by  higher 
authority. 

5.  To  conduct  integrated  operations  on  the  land,  on  the  sea,  and  in  the  air 
necessary  for  these  purposes. 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  accomplishment  of  the  foregoing  missions  the  armed 
forces  shall  formulate  integrated  plans  and  make  coordinated  preparations.  Each 
service  shall  observe  the  general  principles  and  fulfill  the  specific  functions 
outlined  below,  and  shall  make  use  of  the  personnel,  equipment  and  facilities  of  the 
other  services  in  all  cases  where  economy  and  effectiveness  will  thereby  be 
increased. 

Section  II — Functions  of  the  United  States  Army 
General 

The  United  States  Army  includes  land  combat  and  service  forces  and  such 
aviation  and  water  transport  as  may  be  organic  therein.  It  is  organized,  trained  and 
equipped  primarily  for  prompt  and  sustained  combat  incident  to  operations  on 
land.  The  Army  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  land  forces  necessary  for  the 
effective  prosecution  of  war,  and,  in  accordance  with  integrated  joint  mobilization 
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plans,  for  the  expansion  of  peacetime  components  of  the  Army  to  meet  the  needs  of 
war. 

The  specific  functions  of  the  United  States  Army  are: 

1.  To  organize,  train  and  equip  land  forces  for: 

a.  Operations  on  land,  including  joint  operations. 

b.  The  seizure  or  defense  of  land  areas,  including  airborne  and  joint 
amphibious  operations. 

c.  The  occupation  of  land  areas. 

2.  To  develop  weapons,  tactics,  technique,  organization  and  equipment  of 
Army  combat  and  service  elements,  coordinating  with  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force 
in  all  aspects  of  joint  concern,  including  those  which  pertain  to  amphibious  and 
airborne  operations. 

3.  To  provide,  as  directed  by  proper  authority,  such  missions  and  detach¬ 
ments  for  service  in  foreign  countries  as  may  be  required  to  support  the  national 
policies  and  interests  of  the  United  States. 

4.  To  assist  the  Navy  and  Air  Forces  in  the  accomplishment  of  their 
missions,  including  the  provision  of  common  services  and  supplies  as  determined 
by  proper  authority. 

Section  III — Functions  of  the  United  States  Navy 
General 

The  United  States  Navy  includes  naval  combat  and  service  forces,  naval 
aviation,  and  the  United  States  Marine  Corps.  It  is  organized,  trained  and  equipped 
primarily  for  prompt  and  sustained  combat  at  sea.  The  Navy  is  responsible  for  the 
preparation  of  naval  forces  necessary  for  the  effective  prosecution  of  war,  and  in 
accordance  with  integrated  joint  mobilization  plans,  for  the  expansion  of  the 
peacetime  components  of  the  Navy  to  meet  the  needs  of  war. 

The  specific  functions  of  the  United  States  Navy  are: 

1.  To  organize,  train  and  equip  naval  forces  for: 

a.  Operations  at  sea,  including  joint  operations. 

b.  The  control  of  vital  sea  areas,  the  protection  of  vital  sea  lanes,  and  the 
suppression  of  enemy  sea  commerce. 

c.  The  support  of  occupation  forces  as  required. 

d.  The  seizure  of  minor  enemy  shore  positions  capable  of  reduction  by 
such  landing  forces  as  may  be  comprised  within  the  fleet  organization. 

e.  Naval  reconnaissance,  antisubmarine  warfare,  and  protection  of  ship¬ 
ping.  The  air  aspects  of  those  functions  shall  be  coordinated  with  the  Air  Force, 
including  the  development  and  procurement  of  aircraft,  and  air  installations 
located  on  shore,  and  use  shall  be  made  of  Air  Force  personnel,  equipment  and 
facilities  in  all  cases  where  economy  and  effectiveness  will  thereby  be  increased. 
Subject  to  die  above  provision,  the  Navy  will  not  be  restricted  as  to  types  of  aircraft 
maintained  and  operated  for  these  purposes. 
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f.  The  air  transport  necessary  for  essential  internal  administration  and  for 
air  transport  over  routes  of  sole  interest  to  naval  forces  where  the  requirements 
cannot  be  met  by  normal  air  transport  facilities. 

2.  To  develop  weapons,  tactics,  technique,  organization  and  equipment  of 
naval  combat  and  service  elements,  coordinating  with  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force 
in  all  aspects  of  joint  concern,  including  those  which  pertain  to  amphibious 
operations. 

3.  To  provide,  as  directed  by  proper  authority,  such  missions  and  detach¬ 
ments  for  service  in  foreign  countries  as  may  be  required  to  support  the  national 
policies  and  interests  of  the  United  States. 

4.  To  maintain  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  whose  specific  functions  are: 

a.  To  provide  Marine  Forces  together  with  supporting  air  components, 
for  service  with  the  Fleet  in  the  seizure  or  defense  of  advanced  naval  bases  and  for 
the  conduct  of  limited  land  operations  in  connection  therewith. 

b.  To  develop,  in  coordination  with  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force  those 
phases  of  amphibious  operations  which  pertain  to  the  tactics,  technique  and 
equipment  employed  by  landing  forces. 

c.  To  provide  detachments  and  organizations  for  service  on  armed 
vessels  of  the  Navy. 

d.  To  provide  security  detachments  for  protection  of  naval  property  at 
naval  stations  and  bases. 

e.  To  provide,  as  directed  by  proper  authority,  such  missions  and  detach¬ 
ments  for  service  in  foreign  countries  as  may  be  required  to  support  the  national 
policies  and  interests  of  the  United  States. 

5.  To  assist  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force  in  the  accomplishment  of  their 
missions,  including  the  provision  of  common  services  and  supplies  as  determined 
by  proper  authority. 

Section  IV — Functions  of  the  United  States  Air  Force 
General 

The  United  States  Air  Force  includes  all  military  aviation  forces,  both  combat 
and  service,  not  otherwise  specifically  assigned.  It  is  organized,  trained,  and 
equipped  primarily  for  prompt  and  sustained  air  offensive  and  defensive  opera¬ 
tions.  The  Air  Force  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  the  air  forces  necessary 
for  the  effective  prosecution  of  war  except  as  otherwise  assigned  and,  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  integrated  joint  mobilization  plans,  for  the  expansion  of  the  peacetime 
components  of  the  Air  Force  to  meet  the  needs  of  war. 

The  specific  functions  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  are: 

1.  To  organize,  train  and  equip  air  forces  for: 

a.  Air  operations  including  joint  operations. 

b.  Gaining  and  maintaining  general  air  supremacy. 

c.  Establishing  local  air  superiority  where  and  as  required. 

d.  The  strategic  air  force  of  the  United  States  and  strategic  air 
reconnaissance. 
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e.  Air  lift  and  support  for  airborne  operations. 

f.  Air  support  to  land  forces  and  naval  forces,  including  support  of 
occupation  forces. 

g.  Air  transport  for  the  armed  forces,  except  as  provided  by  the  Navy  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  If  of  Section  III. 

2.  To  develop  weapons,  tactics,  technique,  organization  and  equipment  of  Air 
Force  combat  and  service  elements,  coordinating  with  the  Army  and  Navy  on  all 
aspects  of  joint  concern,  including  those  which  pertain  to  amphibious  and  airborne 
operations. 

3.  To  provide,  as  directed  by  proper  authority,  such  missions  and  detach¬ 
ments  for  service  in  foreign  countries  as  may  be  required  to  support  the  national 
policies  and  interests  of  the  United  States. 

4.  To  provide  the  means  for  coordination  of  air  defense  among  all  services. 

5.  To  assist  the  Army  and  Navy  in  accomplishment  of  their  missions, 
including  the  provision  of  common  set  'ices  and  supplies  as  determined  by  proper 
authority. 


HARRY  S.  TRHMAN 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
July  26,  1947 
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The  National  Security  Act  of  1947 
(Public  Law  253-80th  Congress) 
(Chapter  343-lst  Session) 

(S.  758) 


An  Act 

To  promote  the  national  security  by  providing  for  a  Secretary  of  Defense;  for  a 
National  Military  Establishment;  for  a  Department  of  the  Army,  a  Department  of 
the  Navy  and  a  Department  of  the  Air  Force;  and  for  the  coordination  of  the 
activities  of  the  National  Military  Establishment  with  other  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Government  concerned  with  the  national  security. 

BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVES  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA  IN  CONGRESS 
ASSEMBLED. 


SHORT  TITLE 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Security  Act  of  1947”. 
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Sec.  208.  United  States  Air  Force. 

Sec.  209.  Effective  date  of  transfers. 

Sec.  210.  War  Council. 

Sec.  211.  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Sec.  212.  Joint  Staff. 

Sec.  213.  Munitions  Board. 

Sec.  214.  Research  and  Development  Board. 

Title  III —  Miscellaneous 

Sec.  301.  Compensation  of  Secretaries. 

Sec.  302.  Under  Secretaries  and  Assistant  Secretaries. 
Sec.  303.  Advisory  committees  and  personnel. 

Sec.  304.  Status  of  transferred  civilian  personnel. 

Sec.  305.  Saving  provisions. 

Sec.  306.  Transfer  of  funds. 

Sec.  307.  Authorization  for  appropriations. 

Sec.  308.  Definitions. 

Sec.  309.  Separability. 

Sec.  310.  Effective  date. 

Sec.  311.  Succession  to  the  Presidency. 


Declaration  of  Policy 

Sec.  2.  In  enacting  this  legislation,  it  is  the  intent  of  Congress  to  provide  a 
comprehensive  program  for  the  future  security  of  the  United  States,  to  provide  for 
the  establishment  of  integrated  policies  and  procedures  for  the  departments, 
agencies  and  functions  of  the  Government  relating  to  the  national  security;  to 
provide  three  military  departments  for  the  operation  and  administration  of  the 
Army,  the  Navy  (including  naval  aviation  and  the  United  States  Marine  Corps),  and 
the  Air  Force,  with  their  assigned  combat  and  service  components;  to  provide  for 
their  authoritative  coordination  and  unified  direction  under  civilian  control  but  not 
to  merge  them;  to  provide  for  the  effective  strategic  direction  of  the  armed  forces 
and  for  their  operation  under  unified  control  and  for  their  integration  into  an 
efficient  team  of  land,  naval,  and  air  forces. 

Title  1 —  Coordination  For  National  Security 
National  Security  Council 

Sec.  101.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  council  to  be  known  as  the  National 
Security  Council  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  “Council”). 

The  President  of  the  United  States  shall  preside  over  meetings  of  the  Council: 
PROVIDED,  That  in  his  absence  he  may  designate  a  member  of  the  Council  to 
preside  in  his  place. 
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The  function  of  the  Council  shall  be  to  advise  the  President  with  respect  to  the 
integration  of  domestic,  foreign,  and  military  policies  relating  to  the  national 
security  so  as  to  enable  the  military  services  and  the  other  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Government  to  cooperate  more  effectively  in  matters  involving  the 
national  security. 

The  Council  shall  be  composed  of  the  President;  the  Secretary  of  State,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  appointed  under  section  202;  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
referred  to  in  section  205;  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy;  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
appointed  under  section  207;  the  Chairman  of  the  National  Security  Resources 
Board,  appointed  under  section  103;  and  such  of  the  following  named  officers  as 
the  President  may  designate  from  time  to  time:  The  Secretaries  of  the  executive 
departments,  the  Chairman  of  the  Munitions  Board  appointed  under  section  213, 
and  the  Chairman  of  the  Research  and  Development  Board  appointed  under 
section  214;  but  no  such  additional  member  shall  be  designated  until  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate  has  been  given  to  his  appointment  to  the  office  the  holding  of 
which  authorizes  his  designation  as  a  member  of  the  Council. 

(b)  In  addition  to  performing  such  other  functions  as  the  President  may  direct, 
for  the  purpose  of  more  effectively  coordinating  the  policies  and  functions  of  the 
departments  and  agencies  of  the  Government  relating  to  the  national  security,  it 
shall,  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  President,  be  the  duty  of  the  Council — 

(1)  to  assess  and  appraise  the  objectives,  commitments,  and  risks  of  the 
United  States  in  relation  to  our  actual  and  potential  military  power  in  the  interest  of 
national  security,  for  the  purpose  of  making  recommendations  to  the  President  in 
connection  therewith;  and 

(2)  to  consider  policies  on  matters  of  common  interest  to  the  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Government  concerned  with  the  national  security,  and  to  make 
recommendations  to  the  President  in  connection  therewith. 

(c)  The  Council  shall  have  a  staff  to  be  headed  by  a  civilian  executive 
secretary  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  and  who  shall  receive  compen¬ 
sation  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  a  year.  The  executive  secretary,  subject  to  the  direction 
of  the  Council,  is  hereby  authorized,  subject  to  the  civil-service  laws  and  the 
Classification  Act  of  1923,  as  amended,  to  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of 
such  personnel  as  may  be  necessary  to  perform  such  duties  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Council  in  connection  with  the  performance  of  its  functions. 

(d)  The  Council  shall,  from  time  to  time,  make  such  recommendations,  and 
such  other  reports  to  the  President  as  it  deems  appropriate  or  as  the  President  may 
require. 

Central  Intelligence  Agency 

Sec.  102.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  under  the  National  Security  Council 
a  Central  Intelligence  Agency  with  a  Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  who  shall  be 
the  head  thereof.  The  Director  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  from  among  the  commissioned  officers  of  the 
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armed  services  or  from  among  individuals  in  civilian  life.  The  Director  shall 
receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $14,000  a  year. 

(b)  (1)  If  a  commissioned  officer  of  the  armed  services  is  appointed  as 
Director  then — 

(A)  in  the  performance  of  his  duties  as  Director,  he  shall  be  subject  to  no 
supervision,  control,  restriction,  or  prohibition  (military  or  otherwise)  other  than 
would  be  operative  with  respect  to  him  if  he  were  a  civilian  in  no  way  connected 
with  the  Department  of  the  Army,  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force,  or  the  armed  services  or  any  component  thereof;  and 

(B)  he  shall  not  possess  or  exercise  any  supervision,  control  powers,  or 
functions  (other  than  such  as  he  possesses,  or  is  authorized  or  directed  to  exercise, 
as  Director)  with  respect  to  the  armed  services  or  any  component  thereof,  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  or  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force,  or  any  branch,  bureau,  unit  or  division  thereof,  or  with  respect  to  any  of  the 
personnel  (military  or  civilian)  of  any  of  the  foregoing. 

(2)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (1),  the  appointment  to  the  office  of 
Director  of  a  commissioned  officer  of  the  armed  services,  and  his  acceptance  of 
and  service  in  such  office,  shall  in  no  way  affect  any  status,  office,  rank,  or  grade 
he  may  occupy  or  hold  in  the  armed  services,  or  any  emolument,  perquisite,  right, 
privilege,  or  benefit  incident  to  or  arising  out  of  any  such  status,  office,  rank,  or 
grade.  Any  such  commissioned  officer  shall,  while  serving  in  the  office  of 
Director,  receive  the  military  pay  and  allowances  (active  or  retired,  as  the  case  may 
be)  payable  to  a  commissioned  officer  of  his  grade  and  length  of  service  and  shall 
be  paid,  from  any  funds  available  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  Agency,  annual 
compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  $14,000  exceeds  the  amount 
of  his  annual  military  pay  and  allowances. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1912 
(37  Stat.  555),  or  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  the  Director  of  Central  Intel¬ 
ligence  may,  in  his  discretion,  terminate  the  employment  of  any  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Agency  whenever  he  shall  deem  such  termination  necessary  or 
advisable  in  the  interests  of  the  United  States,  but  such  termination  shall  not  affect 
the  right  of  such  officer  or  employee  to  seek  or  accept  employment  in  any  other 
department  or  agency  of  the  Government  if  declared  eligible  for  such  employment 
by  the  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission. 

(d)  For  the  purpose  of  coordinating  the  intelligence  activities  of  the  several 
Government  departments  and  agencies  in  the  interest  of  national  security,  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  Agency,  under  the  direction  of  the  National  Security  Council — 

(1)  to  advise  the  National  Security  Council  in  matters  concerning  such 
intelligence  activities  of  the  Government  departments  and  agencies  as  relate  to  the 
national  security; 

(2)  to  make  recommendations  to  the  National  Security  Council  for  the 
coordination  of  such  intelligence  activities  of  the  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
Government  as  relate  to  the  national  security; 
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(3)  to  correlate  and  evaluate  intelligence  relating  to  the  national  security,  and 
provide  for  the  appropriate  dissemination  of  such  intelligence  within  the  Govern¬ 
ment  using  where  appropriate  existing  agencies  and  facilities:  PROVIDED.  That 
the  Agency  shall  have  no  police,  subpoena,  law-enforcement  powers,  or  internal- 
security  functions:  PROVIDED  FURTHER,  That  the  departments  and  other 
agencies  of  the  Government  shall  continue  to  collect,  evaluate,  correlate,  and 
disseminate  departmental  intelligence:  AND  PROVIDED  FURTHER,  That  the 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence  shall  be  responsible  for  protecting  intelligence 
sources  and  methods  from  unauthorized  disclosure; 

(4)  to  perform,  for  the  benefit  of  the  existing  intelligence  agencies,  such 
additional  services  of  common  concern  as  the  National  Security  Council  deter¬ 
mines  can  be  more  efficiently  accomplished  centrally; 

(5)  to  perform  such  other  functions  and  duties  related  to  intelligence  affecting 
the  national  security  as  the  National  Security  Council  may  from  time  to  time 
direct. 

(e)  To  the  extent  recommended  by  the  National  Security  Council  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  President,  such  intelligence  of  the  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
Government,  except  as  hereinafter  provided,  relating  to  the  national  security  shall 
be  open  to  the  inspection  of  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  and  such 
intelligence  as  relates  to  the  national  security  and  is  possessed  by  such  departments 
and  other  agencies  of  the  Government,  except  as  hereinafter  provided,  shall  be 
made  available  to  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  for  correlation,  evaluation, 
and  dissemination:  PROVIDED,  HOWEVER,  That  upon  the  written  request  of  the 
Director  of  Central  Intelligence,  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
shall  make  available  to  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  such  information  for 
correlation,  evaluation,  and  dissemination  as  may  be  essential  to  the  national 
security. 

(0  Effective  when  the  Director  first  appointed  under  subsection  (a)  has  taken 
office— 

(1)  the  National  Intelligence  Authority  (11  Fed.  Reg.  1337, 1339,  February  5, 
1946)  shall  cease  to  exist;  and 

(2)  the  personnel,  property  and  records  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Group  are 
transferred  to  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  and  such  Group  shall  cease  to  exist. 
Any  unexpected  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations  or  other  funds  available  or 
authorized  to  be  made  available  for  such  Group  shall  be  available  and  shall  be 
authorized  to  be  made  available  in  like  manner  for  expenditure  by  the  Agency. 

National  Security  Resources  Board 

Sec.  103.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  National  Security  Resources 
Board  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  “Board”)  to  be  composed  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  and  such  heads  or  representatives  of  the  various  executive 
departments  and  independent  agencies  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  designated  by 
the  President  to  be  members  of  the  Board.  The  Chairman  of  the  Board  shall  be 
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appointed  from  civilian  life  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  and  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $14,000  a  year. 

(b)  The  Chairman  of  the  Board,  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  President,  is 
authorized,  subject  to  the  civil-service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1923,  as 
amended,  to  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  personnel  as  may  be 
necessary  to  assist  the  Board  in  carrying  out  its  functions. 

(c)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the  Board  to  advise  the  President  concerning  the 
coordination  of  military,  industrial,  and  civilian  mobilization,  including — 

(1)  policies  concerning  industrial  and  civilian  mobilization  in  order  to  assure 
the  most  effective  mobilization  and  maximum  utilization  of  the  Nation’s  manpower 
in  the  event  of  war; 

(2)  programs  for  the  effective  use  in  time  of  war  of  the  Nation’s  natural  and 
industrial  resources  for  military  and  civilian  needs,  for  the  maintenance  and 
stabilization  of  the  civilian  economy  in  time  of  war,  and  for  the  adjustment  of  such 
economy  to  war  needs  and  conditions; 

(3)  policies  for  unifying,  in  time  of  war,  the  activities  of  Federal  agencies  and 
departments  engaged  in  or  concerned  with  production,  procurement,  distribution, 
or  transportation  of  military  or  civilian  supplies,  materials,  and  products; 

(4)  the  relationship  between  potential  supplies  of,  and  potential  requirements 
for,  manpower,  resources,  and  productive  facilities  in  time  of  war; 

(5)  policies  for  establishing  adequate  reserves  of  strategic  and  critical  mate¬ 
rial,  and  for  the  conservation  of  these  reserves; 

(6)  the  strategic  relocation  of  industries,  services,  government,  and  economic 
activities,  the  continuous  operation  of  which  is  essential  to  the  Nation’s  security. 

(d)  In  performing  its  functions,  the  Board  shall  utilize  to  the  maximum  extent 
the  facilities  and  resources  of  the  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Government. 

Title  II — The  National  Military  Establishment 

Establishment  of  the  National  Military  Establishment 

Sec.  201.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment,  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  be  the  head  thereof. 

(b)  The  National  Military  Establishment  shall  consist  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army,  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  and  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force, 
together  with  all  other  agencies  created  under  title  II  of  this  Act. 

Secretary  of  Defense 

Sec.  202.  (a)  There  shall  be  a  Secretary  of  Defense,  who  shall  be  appointed 
from  civilian  life  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate;  PROVIDED,  That  a  person  who  has  within  ten  years  been  on  active  duty  as 
a  commissioned  officer  in  a  Regular  component  of  the  armed  services  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  appointment  as  Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
be  the  principal  assistant  to  the  President  in  all  matters  relating  to  the  nat  ional 
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security.  Under  the  direction  of  the  President  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  he  shall  perform  the  following  duties: 

(1)  Establish  general  policies  and  programs  for  the  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment  and  for  all  of  the  departments  and  agencies  therein; 

(2)  Exercise  general  direction,  authority,  and  control  over  such  departments 

and  agencies;  . 

(3)  Take  appropriate  steps  to  eliminate  unnecesary  duplication  or  overlapping 
in  the  fields  of  procurement,  supply,  transportation,  storage,  health,  and  research; 

(4)  Supervise  and  coordinate  the  preparation  of  the  budget  estimates  of  the 
departments  and  agencies  comprising  the  National  Military  Establishment;  formu¬ 
late  and  determine  the  budget  estimates  for  submittal  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget; 
and  supervise  the  budget  programs  of  such  departments  and  agencies  under  the 
applicable  appropriation  Act:  PROVIDED,  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
prevent  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  from  presenting  to  the  President  or  to  the  Director  of  the  Budget,  after 
first  so  informing  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  any  report  or  recommendation  relating 
to  his  department  which  he  may  deem  necessary:  and  PROVIDED  FURTHER, 
That  the  Department  of  the  Army,  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  and  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  shall  be  administered  as  individual  executive  departments  by  their 
respective  Secretaries  and  all  powers  and  duties  relating  to  such  departments  not 
specifically  conferred  upon  the  Secretary  of  Defense  by  this  Act  shall  be  retained 
by  each  of  their  respective  Secretaries. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  submit  annual  written  reports  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  covering  expenditures,  work,  and  accomplishments  of 
the  National  Military  Establishment,  together  with  such  recommendations  as  he 
shall  deem  appropriate. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  cause  a  seal  of  office  to  be  made  for  the 
National  Military  Establishment,  of  such  design  as  the  President  shall  appro  e, 
and  judicial  notice  shall  be  taken  thereof. 

Military  Assistants  to  the  Secretary 

Sec.  203.  Officers  of  the  armed  services  may  be  detailed  to  duty  as  assistants 
and  personal  aides  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  but  he  shall  not  establish  a  military 
staff. 


Civilian  Personnel 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  authorized  to  appoint  from  civilian 
life  not  to  exceed  three  special  assistants  to  advise  and  assist  him  in  the  perfor¬ 
mance  of  his  duties.  Each  such  special  assistant  shall  receive  compensation  at  the 
rate  of  $10,000  a  year. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  authorized,  subject  to  the  civil-service  laws 
and  the  Classification  Act  of  1923,  as  amended,  to  appoint  and  fix  the  compensa¬ 
tion  of  such  other  civilian  personnel  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  performance  of  the 
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functions  of  the  National  Military  Establishment  other  than  those  of  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force. 

Department  of  the  Army 

Sec.  205.  (a)  The  Department  of  War  shall  hereafter  be  designated  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  and  the  title  of  the  Secretary  of  War  shall  be  changed  to 
Secretary  of  the  Army.  Changes  shall  be  made  in  the  titles  of  other  officers  and 
activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
determine. 

(b)  All  laws,  orders,  regulations,  and  other  actions  relating  to  the  Department 
of  War  or  to  any  officer  or  activity  whose  title  is  changed  under  this  section  shall, 
insofar  as  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  to 
relate  to  the  Department  of  the  Army  within  the  National  Military  Establishment  or 
to  such  officer  or  activity  designated  by  his  or  its  new  title. 

(c)  The  term  "Department  of  the  Army”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  mean  the  Department  of  the  Army  at  the  seat  of  government  and  all  field 
headquarters,  forces,  reserve  components,  installations,  activities,  and  functions 
under  the  control  or  supervision  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  cause  a  seal  of  office  to  be  made  for  the 
Department  of  the  Army  of  such  design  as  the  President  may  approve,  and  judicial 
notice  shall  be  taken  thereof. 

(e)  In  general  the  United  States  Army,  within  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
shall  include  land  combat  and  service  forces  and  such  aviation  and  water  transport 
as  may  be  organic  therein.  It  shall  be  organized,  trained,  and  equipped  primarily 
for  prompt  and  sustained  combat  incident  to  operations  on  land.  It  shall  be 
responsible  for  the  preparation  of  land  forces  necessary  for  the  effective  prosecu¬ 
tion  of  war  except  as  otherwise  assigned  and,  in  accordance  with  integrated  joint 
mobilization  plans,  for  the  expansion  of  peacetime  components  of  the  Army  to 
meet  the  needs  of  war. 

Department  of  the  Navy 

Sec.  206.  (a)  The  term  "Department  of  the  Navy”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  mean  the  Department  of  the  Navy  at  the  seat  of  government;  the 
headquarters.  United  States  Marine  Corps;  the  entire  operating  force  of  the  United 
States  Navy,  including  naval  aviation,  and  of  the  United  States  Marine  Corps, 
including  the  reserve  components  of  such  forces;  all  field  activities,  headquarters, 
forces,  bases,  installations,  activities,  and  functions  under  the  control  or  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy;  and  the  United  States  Coast  Guard  when 
operating  as  a  part  of  the  Navy  pursuant  to  law. 

(b)  In  general  the  United  States  Navy,  within  the  Department  of  the  Navy, 
shall  include  naval  combat  and  service  forces  and  such  aviation  as  may  be  organic 
therein.  It  shall  be  organized,  trained,  and  equipped  primarily  for  prompt  and 
sustained  combat  incident  to  operations  at  sea.  It  shall  be  responsible  for  the 
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preparation  of  naval  forces  necessary  for  the  effective  prosecution  of  war  except  as 
otherwise  assigned,  and,  in  accordance  with  integrated  joint  mobilization  plans, 
for  the  expansion  of  the  peacetime  components  of  the  Navy  to  meet  the  needs  of 
war. 

All  naval  aviation  shall  be  integrated  with  the  naval  service  as  part  thereof 
within  the  Department  of  the  Navy.  Naval  aviation  shall  consist  of  combat  and 
service  and  training  forces,  and  shall  include  land-based  naval  aviation,  air 
transport  essential  for  naval  operations,  all  air  weapons  and  air  techniques  involved 
in  the  operations  and  activities  of  the  United  States  Navy,  and  the  entire  remainder 
of  the  aeronautical  organization  of  the  United  States  Navy,  together  with  the 
personnel  necessary  therefor. 

The  Navy  shall  be  generally  responsible  for  naval  reconnaissance,  antisub¬ 
marine  warfare,  and  protection  of  shipping. 

The  Navy  shall  develop  aircraft,  weapons,  tactics,  technique,  organization 
and  equipment  of  naval  combat  and  service  elements;  matters  of  joint  concern  as  to 
these  functions  shall  be  coordinated  between  the  Army,  the  Air  Force,  and  the 
Navy. 

(c)  The  United  States  Marine  Corps,  within  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  shall 
include  land  combat  and  service  forces  and  such  aviation  as  may  be  organic 
therein.  The  Marine  Corps  shall  be  organized,  trained,  and  equipped  to  provide 
fleet  marine  forces  of  combined  arms,  together  with  supporting  air  components, 
for  service  with  the  fleet  in  the  seizure  or  defense  of  advanced  naval  bases  and  for 
the  conduct  of  such  land  operations  as  may  be  essential  to  the  prosecution  of  a  naval 
campaign.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Marine  Corps  to  develop,  in  coordination  with 
the  Army  and  the  Air  Force,  those  phases  of  amphibious  operations  which  pertain 
to  the  tactics,  technique,  and  equipment  employed  by  landing  forces.  In  addition, 
the  Marine  Cotps  shall  provide  detachments  and  organizations  for  service  on 
armed  vessels  of  the  Navy,  shall  provide  security  detachments  for  the  protection  of 
naval  property  at  naval  stations  and  bases,  and  shall  perform  such  other  duties  as 
the  President  may  direct:  PROVIDED,  That  such  additional  duties  shall  not  detract 
from  or  interfere  with  the  operations  for  which  the  Marine  Corps  is  primarily 
organized.  The  Marine  Corps  shall  be  responsible,  in  accordance  with  integrated 
joint  mobilization  plans,  for  the  expansion  of  peacetime  components  of  the  Marine 
Corps  to  meet  the  needs  of  war. 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Within  the  National  Military  Establishment  there  is  hereby 
established  an  executive  department  to  be  known  as  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  and  a  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  who  shall  be  the  head  thereof.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  shall  be  appointed  from  civilian  life  by  the  President,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(b)  Section  158  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  amended  to  include  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  and  the  provisions  of  so  much  of  Title  IV  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as 
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now  or  hereafter  amended  as  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  Act  shall  be  applicable  to 
the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

(c)  The  term  “Department  of  the  Air  Force”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  mean  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  at  the  seat  of  government  and  all 
field  headquarters,  forces,  reserve  components,  installations,  activities,  and  func¬ 
tions  under  the  control  or  supervision  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

(d)  There  shall  be  in  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  an  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  and  two  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Air  force,  who  shall  be  appointed 
from  civilian  life  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(e)  The  several  officers  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  shall  perform  such 
functions  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  prescribe. 

(0  So  much  of  the  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  including  those  of  any  officer  of  such  Department  as  are 
assigned  to  or  under  the  control  of  the  Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  or 
as  are  deemed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  be  necessary  or  desirable  for  the 
operations  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  or  the  United  States  Air  Force,  shall 
be  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force:  PROVIDED,  That  the  National  Guard  Bureau  shall,  in  addition  to 
the  functions  and  duties  performed  by  it  for  the  Department  of  the  Army,  be 
charged  with  similar  functions  and  duties  for  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  and 
shall  be  the  channel  of  communication  between  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
and  the  several  States  on  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  Air  National  Guard:  AND 
PROVIDED  FURTHER,  That,  in  order  to  permit  an  orderly  transfer,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  may,  during  the  transfer  period  hereinafter  prescribed,  direct  that  the 
Department  of  the  Army  shall  continue  for  appropriate  periods  to  exercise  any  of 
such  functions,  insofar  as  they  relate  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  or  the 
United  States  Air  Force  or  their  property  and  personnel.  Such  of  the  property, 
personnel,  and  records  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  used  in  the  exercise  of 
functions  transferred  under  this  subsection  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
determine  shall  be  transferred  or  assigned  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

(g)  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  shall  cause  a  seal  of  office  to  be  made  for  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force,  of  such  device  as  the  President  shall  approve  and 
judicial  notice  shall  be  taken  thereof. 

United  States  Air  Force 

Sec.  208.  (a)  The  United  States  Air  Force  is  hereby  established  under  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force.  The  Army  Air  Forces,  the  Air  Corps.  United  States 
Army,  and  the  General  Headquarters  Air  Force  (Air  Force  Combat  Command), 
shall  be  transferred  to  the  United  States  Air  Force. 

(b)  There  shall  be  a  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Air  Force,  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  for  a 
term  of  four  years  from  among  the  officers  of  general  rank  who  are  assigned  to  or 
commissioned  in  the  United  States  Air  Force.  Under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
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of  the  Air  Force,  the  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Air  Force,  shall  exercise 
command  over  the  United  States  Air  Force  and  shall  be  charged  with  the  duty  of 
carrying  into  execution  all  lawful  orders  and  directions  which  may  be  transmitted 
to  him.  The  functions  of  the  Commanding  General,  General  Headquarters  Air 
Force  (Air  Force  Combat  Command),  and  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps  and  of  the 
Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces,  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Chief  of  Staff. 
United  States  Air  Force.  When  such  transfer  becomes  effective,  the  offices  of  the 
Chief  of  the  Air  Corps,  United  States  Army,  and  Assistants  to  the  Chief  of  the  Air 
Corps,  United  States  Army,  provided  for  by  the  Act  of  June  4,  1920,  as  amended 
(41  Stat.  768),  and  Commanding  General.  General  Headquarters  Air  Force, 
provided  for  by  section  5  of  the  Act  of  June  16. 1936  (49  Stat.  1525),  shall  cease  to 
exist.  While  holding  office  as  Chief  of  Staff.  United  States  Air  Force,  the  incum¬ 
bent  shall  hold  a  grade  and  receive  allowances  equivalent  to  those  prescribed  by 
law  for  the  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Army.  The  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States 
Army,  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  and  the  Chief  of  Staff.  United  States  Air 
Force,  shall  take  rank  among  themselves  according  to  their  relative  dates  of 
appointment  as  such,  and  shall  each  take  rank  above  all  other  officers  on  the  active 
list  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force:  PROVIDED.  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
have  the  effect  of  changing  the  relative  rank  of  the  present  Chief  of  Staff.  United 
States  Army,  and  the  present  Chief  of  Naval  Operations. 

(c)  All  commissioned  officers,  warrant  officers,  and  enlisted  men.  commis¬ 

sioned.  holding  warrants,  or  enlisted,  in  the  Air  Corps.  United  States  Army,  or  the 
Army  Air  Forces,  shall  be  transferred  in  branch  to  the  United  States  Air  Force.  All 
other  commissioned  officers,  warrant  officers,  and  enlisted  men.  who  are  commis¬ 
sioned,  hold  warrants,  or  are  enlisted,  in  any  component  of  the  Army  of  the  United 
States  and  who  are  under  the  authority  or  command  of  the  Commanding  General . 
Army  Air  Forces,  shall  be  continued  under  the  authority  or  command  of  the  Chief 
of  Staff,  United  States  Air  Force,  and  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force.  Personnel  whose  status  is  affected  by  this  subsection  shall  retain 
their  existing  commissions,  warrants,  or  enlisted  status  in  existing  components  of 
the  armed  forces  unless  otherwise  altered  or  terminated  in  accordance  with  existing 
law;  and  they  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  appointed  to  a  new  or  different 
office  or  grade,  or  to  have  vacated  their  permanent  or  temporary  appointments  in  an 
existing  component  of  the  armed  forces,  solely  by  virtue  of  any  change  in  status 
under  this  subsection.  No  such  change  in  status  shall  alter  or  prejudice  the  status  of 
any  individual  so  assir  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  any  right,  benefit,  or  privilege 
to  which  he  may  be  'inder  existing  law. 

(d)  Except  as  >f’  -ected  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  all 

property,  records,  inst  ic  0sncies,  activities,  projects,  and  civilian  person¬ 
nel  under  the  jurisdiction  n  ,ol,  authority,  or  command  of  the  Commanding 
General,  Army  Air  Forces,  shall  be  continued  to  the  same  extent  under  the 
jurisdiction,  control,  authority,  or  command,  respectively,  of  the  Chief  of  Staff. 
United  States  Air  Force,  in  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 
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(e)  For  a  period  of  two  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  personnel 
(both  military  and  civilian),  property,  records,  installations,  agencies,  activities, 
and  projects  may  be  transferred  between  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  by  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(f)  In  general  the  United  States  Air  Force  shall  include  aviation  forces  both 
combat  and  service  not  otherwise  assigned.  It  shall  be  organized,  trained,  and 
equipped  primarily  for  prompt  and  sustained  offensive  and  defensive  air  opera¬ 
tions.  The  Air  Force  shall  be  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  the  air  forces 
necessary  for  the  effective  prosecution  of  war  except  as  otherwise  assigned  and,  in 
accordance  with  integrated  joint  mobilization  plans,  for  the  expansion  of  the 
peacetime  components  of  the  Air  Force  to  meet  the  needs  of  war. 

Effective  Date  of  Transfers 

Sec.  209.  Each  transfer,  assignment,  or  change  in  status  under  section  207  or 
section  208  shall  take  effect  upon  such  date  or  dates  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense. 

War  Council 

Sec.  210.  There  shall  be  within  the  National  Military  Establishment  a  War 
Council  composed  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  as  Chairman,  who  shall  have 
power  of  decision;  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy;  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force;  the  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Army;  the  Chief  of 
Naval  Operations;  and  the  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Air  Force.  The  War 
Council  shall  advise  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  matters  of  broad  policy  relating  to 
the  armed  forces,  and  shall  consider  and  report  on  such  other  matters  as  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  direct. 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 

Sec.  211.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  within  the  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  which  shall  consist  of  the  Chief  of  Staff,  United 
States  Army;  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations;  the  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Air 
Force;  and  the  Chief  of  Staff  to  the  Commander  in  Chief,  if  there  be  one. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  authority  and  direction  of  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff — 

(1)  to  prepare  strategic  plans  and  to  provide  for  the  strategic  direction  of  the 
military  forces; 

(2)  to  prepare  joint  logistic  plans  and  to  assign  to  the  military  services  logistic 
responsibilities  in  accordance  with  such  plans; 

(3)  to  establish  unified  commands  in  strategic  areas  when  such  unified 
commands  are  in  the  interest  of  national  security; 

(4)  to  formulate  policies  for  joint  training  of  the  military  forces; 

(5)  to  formulate  policies  for  coordinating  the  education  of  members  of  the 
military  forces; 
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(6)  to  review  major  material  and  personnel  requirements  of  the  military 
forces,  in  accordance  with  strategic  and  logistic  plans;  and 

(7)  to  provide  United  States  representation  on  the  Military  Staff  Committee  of 
the  United  Nations  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Charter  of  the  United 
Nations. 

(c)  The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  shall  act  as  the  principal  military  advisers  to  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  shall  perform  such  other  duties  as  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  direct  or  as  many  as  prescribed  by  law. 

Joint  Staff 

Sec.  212.  There  shall  be,  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  a  Joint  Staff  to 
consist  of  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  officers  and  to  be  composed  of  approximately 
equal  numbers  of  officers  from  each  of  the  three  armed  services.  The  Joint  Staff, 
operating  under  a  Director  thereof  appointed  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  shall 
perform  such  duties  as  may  be  directed  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  The  Director 
shall  be  an  officer  junior  in  grade  to  all  members  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

Munitions  Board 

Sec.  213.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  in  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  a  Munitions  Board  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as  the  “Board”). 

(b)  The  Board  shall  be  composed  of  a  Chairman,  who  shall  be  the  head 
thereof,  and  an  Under  Secretary  or  Assistant  Secretary  from  each  of  the  three 
military  departments,  to  be  designated  in  each  case  by  the  Secretaries  of  their 
respective  departments.  The  Chairman  shall  be  appointed  from  civilian  life  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  shall  receive 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  $14,000  a  year. 

(c)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Board  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  in  support  of  strategic  and  logistic  plans  prepared  by  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff — 

(1)  to  coordinate  the  appropriate  activities  within  the  National  Military 
Establishment  with  regard  to  industrial  matters,  including  the  procurement,  pro¬ 
duction,  and  distribution  plans  of  the  departments  and  agencies  comprising  the 
Establishment; 

(2)  to  plan  for  the  military  aspects  of  industrial  mobilization; 

(3)  to  recommend  assignment  of  procurement  responsibilities  among  the 
several  military  services  and  to  plan  for  standardization  of  specifications  and  for 
the  greatest  practicable  allocation  of  purchase  authority  of  technical  equipment  and 
common  use  items  on  the  basis  of  single  procurement; 

(4)  to  prepare  estimates  of  potential  production  procurement,  and  personnel 
for  use  in  evaluation  of  the  logistic  feasibility  of  strategic  operations; 

(5)  to  determine  relative  priorities  of  the  various  segments  of  the  military 
procurement  programs; 
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(6)  to  supervise  such  subordinate  agencies  as  are  or  may  be  created  to 
consider  the  subjects  falling  within  the  scope  of  the  Board’s  responsibilities; 

(7)  to  make  recommendations  to  regroup,  combine,  or  dissolve  existing 
interservice  agencies  operating  in  the  fields  of  procurement  production,  and 
distribution  in  such  manner  as  to  promote  efficiency  and  economy; 

(8)  to  maintain  liaison  with  other  departments  and  agencies  for  the  proper 
correlation  of  military  requirements  with  the  civilian  economy,  particularly  in 
regard  to  the  procurement  or  disposition  of  strategic  and  critical  material  and  the 
maintenance  of  adequate  reserves  of  such  material,  and  to  make  recommendations 
as  to  policies  in  connection  therewith; 

(9)  to  assemble  and  review  material  and  personnel  requirements  presented  by 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  those  presented  by  the  production,  procurement,  and 
distribution  agencies  assigned  to  meet  military  needs,  and  to  make  recommend¬ 
ations  thereon  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense;  and 

(10)  to  perform  such  duties  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  direct. 

(d)  When  the  Chairman  of  die  Board  first  appointed  has  taken  office,  the  Joint 
Army  and  Navy  Munitions  Board  shall  cease  to  exist  and  all  its  records  and 
personnel  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Munitions  Board. 

(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  provide  the  Board  with  such  personnel  and 
facilities  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  required  by  the  Board  for  the 
performance  of  its  functions. 

Research  and  Development  Board 

Sec.  214.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  in  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  a  Research  and  Development  Board  (hereinafter  in  this  section  referred  to  as 
the  “Board”).  The  Board  shall  be  composed  of  a  Chairman,  who  shall  be  the  head 
thereof,  and  two  representatives  from  each  of  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Force,  to  be  designated  by  the  Secretaries  of  their  respective  Departments. 
The  Chairman  shall  be  appointed  from  civilian  life  by  the  President,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of 
$14,000  a  year.  The  purpose  of  the  Board  shall  be  to  advise  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  as  to  the  status  of  scientific  research  relative  to  the  national  security,  and  to 
assist  him  in  assuring  adequate  provision  for  research  and  development  on  scien¬ 
tific  problems  relating  to  the  national  security. 

(b)  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Board,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense — 

(1)  to  prepare  a  complete  and  integrated  program  of  research  and  development 
for  military  purposes; 

(2)  to  advise  with  regard  to  trends  in  scientific  research  relating  to  national 
security  and  the  measures  necessary  to  assure  continued  and  increasing  progress; 

(3)  to  recommend  measures  of  coordination  of  research  and  development 
among  the  military  departments  and  allocation  among  them  of  responsibilities  for 
specific  programs  of  joint  interest; 
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(4)  to  formulate  policy  for  the  National  Military  Establishment  in  connection 
with  research  and  development  matteis  involving  agencies  outside  the  National 
Military  Establishment; 

(5)  to  consider  the  interaction  of  research  and  development  and  strategy,  and 
to  advise  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  connection  therewith;  and 

(6)  to  perform  such  other  duties  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  direct. 

(c)  When  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  first  appointed  has  taken  office  the  Joint 
Research  and  Development  Board  shall  cease  to  exist  and  all  its  records  and 
personnel  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Research  and  Development  Board. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  provide  the  Board  with  such  personnel  and 
facilities  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  required  by  the  Board  for  the 
performance  of  its  functions. 

Title  III — Miscellaneous 
Compensation  of  Secretaries 

Sec.  301.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  receive  the  compensation 
prescribed  by  law  for  heads  of  executive  departments. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  shall  each  receive  the  compensation  prescribed  by  law  for  heads  of 
executive  departments. 

Under  Secretaries  and  Assistant  Secretaries 

Sec.  302.  The  Under  Secretaries  and  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  the 
Navy,  and  the  Air  Force  shall  each  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $10,000  a 
year  and  shall  perform  such  duties  as  the  Secretaries  of  their  respective  depart¬ 
ments  may  prescribe. 

Advisory  Committees  and  Personnel 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Chairman  of  the  National 
Security  Resources  Board,  and  the  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  are  authorized 
to  appoint  such  advisory  committees  and  to  employ,  consistent  with  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Act,  such  part-time  advisory  personnel  as  they  may  deem  necessary  in 
carrying  out  their  respective  functions  and  the  functions  of  agencies  under  their 
control.  Persons  holding  other  offices  or  positions  under  the  United  States  for 
which  they  receive  compensation  while  serving  as  members  of  such  committees 
shall  receive  no  additional  compensation  for  such  service.  Other  members  of  such 
committees  and  other  part-time  advisory  personnel  so  employed  may  serve  with¬ 
out  compensation  or  may  receive  compensation  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  $35  for  each 
day  of  service,  as  determined  by  the  appointing  authority. 

(b)  Service  of  an  individual  as  a  member  of  any  such  advisory  committee,  or 
in  any  other  part-time  capacity  for  a  department  or  agency  hereunder,  shall  not  be 
considered  as  service  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions  of  section  109 
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or  113  of  the  Criminal  Code  (U.S.C.,  1940  edition,  title  18,  secs.  198  and  203),  or 
section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  unless  the  act  of  such 
individual,  which  by  such  section  is  made  unlawful  when  performed  by  an 
individual  referred  to  in  such  section,  is  with  respect  to  any  particular  matter  which 
directly  involves  a  department  or  agency  which  such  person  is  advising  or  in  which 
such  department  or  agency  is  directly  interested. 

Status  of  TVansferred  Civilian  Personnel 

Sec.  304.  All  transfers  of  civilian  personnel  under  this  Act  shall  be  without 
change  in  classification  or  compensation ,  but  the  head  of  any  department  or  agency 
to  which  such  a  transfer  is  made  is  authorized  to  make  such  changes  in  the  titles  and 
designations  and  prescribe  such  changes  in  the  duties  of  such  personnel  commen¬ 
surate  with  their  classification  as  he  may  deem  necessary  and  appropriate. 

Saving  Provisions 

Sec.  305.  (a)  All  laws,  orders,  regulations,  and  other  actions  applicable  with 
respect  to  any  function,  activity,  personnel,  property,  records,  or  other  thing 
transferred  under  this  Act,  or  with  respect  to  any  officer,  department,  or  agency 
from  which  such  transfer  is  made,  shall  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified, 
superseded,  terminated,  or  made  inapplicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law,  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  such  transfer  had  not  been  made;  but,  after  any  such  transfer, 
any  such  law,  order,  regulation,  or  other  action  which  vested  functions  in  or 
otherwise  related  to  any  officer,  department,  or  agency  from  which  such  transfers 
was  made  shall,  insofar  as  applicable  with  respect  to  the  function,  activity, 
personnel,  property,  records  or  other  thing  transferred  and  to  the  extent  not 
inconsistent  with  other  provisions  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  to  have  vested  such 
function  in  or  relate  to  the  officer,  department,  or  agency  to  which  the  transfer  was 
made. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  commenced  by  or  against  the 
head  of  any  department  or  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United  States,  in  his 
official  capacity  or  in  relation  to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall  abate  by 
reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any  transfer  or  change  in  title  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act;  and,  in  the  case  of  any  such  transfer,  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
may  be  maintained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  other  officer  under 
the  transfer,  but  only  if  the  court  shall  allow  the  same  to  be  maintained  on  motion  or 
supplemental  petition  filed  within  twelve  months  after  such  transfer  takes  effect, 
showing  a  necessity  for  the  survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to 
obtain  settlement  of  the  questions  involved. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  second  paragraph  of  section  5  of 
title  I  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act,  1941,  the  existing  organization  of  the  War 
Department  under  the  provisions  of  Executive  Order  Number  9082  of  February  28 , 
1942,  as  modified  by  Executive  Order  Number  9722  of  May  13,  1946,  and  the 
existing  organization  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  under  the  provisions  of 
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Executive  Order  Numbered  9635  of  September  29, 1945,  including  the  assignment 
of  functions  to  organizational  units  within  the  War  and  Navy  Departments,  may,  to 
the  extent  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  continue  in  force  for  two  years 
following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  except  to  the  extent  modified  by  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  or  under  the  authority  of  law. 

Transfer  of  Ftonds 

Sec.  306.  All  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations,  nonap- 
propriated  funds,  or  other  funds  available  or  hereafter  made  available  for  use  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  Army  Air  Forces  or  officers  thereof,  shall  be  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  for  use  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  its 
functions.  Such  other  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations,  nonap- 
propriated  funds,  or  other  funds  available  or  hereafter  made  available  for  use  by  the 
Department  of  War  or  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  exercise  of  functions 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  under  this  Act,  as  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  determine,  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
for  use  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  its  functions.  Unexpended  balances 
transferred  under  this  section  may  be  used  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  appropri¬ 
ations,  allocations,  or  other  funds  were  originally  made  available,  or  for  new 
expenditures  occasioned  by  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  The  transfers  herein 
authorized  may  be  made  with  or  without  warrant  action  as  may  be  appropriate  from 
time  to  time  from  any  appropriation  covered  by  this  section  to  any  other  such 
appropriation  or  to  such  new  accounts  established  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  as 
may  be  determined  to  be  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Authorization  for  Appropriations 

Sec.  307.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  and  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  provisions  and  purpose  of  this  Act. 

Definitions 

Sec.  308.  (a)  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “function”  includes  functions, 
powers  and  duties. 

(b)  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  "budget  program”  refers  to  recommend¬ 
ations  as  to  the  apportionment,  to  the  allocation  and  to  the  review  of  allotments  of 
appropriated  funds. 


Separability 

Sec.  309.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person 
or  circumstances  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of  the  Act  and  erf  the 
application  of  such  provision  to  other  persons  and  circumstances  shall  not  be 
affected  thereby. 
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Effective  Date 

Sec.  310.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  202  (a)  and  sections  1,2,  307,  308. 
309,  and  310  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (a),  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  whichever  of  the  following  days  is  the  earlier:  The  day  after  the  day  upon 
which  the  Secretary  of  Defense  first  appointed  takes  office,  or  the  sixtieth  day  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Succession  to  the  Presidency 

Sec.  311.  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (d)  of  section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  to  provide  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  office  of  President  in  case  of 
the  removal,  resignation,  death,  or  inability  both  of  the  President  and  Vice 
President”,  approved  July  18,  1947,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “Secretary  of 
War”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Secretary  of  Defense”,  and  by  striking  out 
“Secretary  of  the  Navy.” 

Approved  July  26,  1947. 
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Army  Air  Forces/United  States  Air  Force 
Headquarters  Staff 


Chief  of  Air  Corps 
Maj  Gen  George  H.  Brett 
May  30,  1941-Dec  8,  1941 

Maj  Gen  Walter  R.  Weaver  [  Acting  1 
Dec  8,  1941-Mar  9,  1942 

Assistant  Chief  cf  Air  Corps 
Brig  Gen  Davenport  Johnson 
Oct  2,  1940-Aug  8,  1941 

Brig  Gen  Muir  S.  Fairchild 
Aug  8,  1941-Mar  9.  1942 

Commanding  General,  Air  Force  Combat  Command 
Lt  Gen  Delos  C.  Emmons 
Mar  1,  1939-Dec  17,  1941 

Maj  Gen  Millard  F.  Harmon  [Actg] 

Dec  17,  1941-Jan  26.  1942 

Maj  Gen  Carl  A.  Spaatz 
Jan  27,  1942-Mar  8.  1942 

Chief  Army  Air  Forces 
Maj  Gen/Lt  Gen  Henry  H.  Arnold 
June  20,  1941-Mar  9.  1942 

Commanding  General,  Army  Air  Forces 
Lt  Gen/Gen  Henry  H.  Arnold* 

Mar  9,  1942-Feb  9,  1946 

‘Became  General  of  the  Army  (temporary)  December  21,  1944.  Appointed  to  permanent  rank  of 
General  of  the  Army,  March  25, 1946  and  appointed  General  of  the  Air  Force  May  7, 1949.  both  actions 
by  Act  of  Congress. 
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General  Carl  A.  Spaatz 
Feb  9,  1946-Sept  26,  1947 

Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Air  Force 
General  Carl  A.  Spaatz 
Sept  26,  1 94 7- Apr  30.  1948 

Vice  Chief  of  Staff 
General  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg 
Oct  10,  1947-Apr  28,  1948 

Assistant  Vice  Chief  of  Staff 
Maj  Gen  William  F.  McKee 
Sept  27.  1947-May  11,  1953 

Chief  of  Air  Staff  ;  Deputy  Commander  and  Chief  <f  Air  Staff 
Brig  Gen  Carl  A.  Spaatz 
Jun  20,  1941-Jan  26.  1942 

Maj  Gen  Millard  F.  Harmon 
Jan  27,  1942-Jul  6.  1942 

Maj  Gen  George  E.  Stratemeyer 
Jui  6,  1942-Jul  26,  1943 

Maj  Gen/Lt  Gen  Barney  M.  Giles* 

Jul  26,  1943-Apr  30,  1945 

Lt  Gen  Ira  C.  Eaker 
Apr  30,  1945-Aug  31,  1947 

Deputy  Chief  of  Air  Staff 
Maj  Gen  Charles  C.  Chauncey 
June  2,  1945-Oct  1.  1947 

Brig  Gen  Reuben  C.  Hood 
Jan  18.  1945-Feb  19.  1947 

Deputy  Chiefs  of  Stafff 
Brig  Gen  Laurence  S.  Kuter 
Mar  9,  1942-Oct  17.  1942 


•Giles  was  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  July  1943-Apr  1945.  He  became  Deputy  Commander  as  well  as 
Chief  of  Air  Staff,  in  May  1944 

fThe  number  varied  through  the  years. 
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Brig  Gen  Thomas  J.  Hanley 
Oct  17,  1942-Jun  25,  1943 

Brig  Gen  La  Verne  G.  Saunders 
Mar  29,  1943-Aug  25.  1943 

Brig  Gen  William  E.  Hall 
Mar  29.  1943-Sep  4.  1944 

Brig  Gen  Edwin  S.  Perrin 
Jun  25,  1943- Apr  29,  1944 

Brig  Gen  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg 
Aug  25,  1943-Mar  16,  1944 

Brig  Gen  Haywood  S.  Hansel  1,  Jr. 

Oct  23,  1943-Aug  20,  1944 

Brig  Gen  Patrick  W.  Timberlake 
Apr  29,  1944-Jul  3.  1945 

Brig  Gen  Donald  Wilson 
May  10,  1944-Sept  2,  1944 

Brig  Gen  Roy  L.  Owens 
July  3,  1944-May  15.  1945 

Brig  Gen/Maj  Gen  Lauris  Norstad 
Aug  20,  1944-May  8,  1945 

Brig  Gen  Frederick  H.  Smith 
Sept  2.  1944-Jan  15.  1945 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff.  Research  &  Development 
Maj  Gen/Lt  Gen  Curtis  E.  LeMay 
Dec  5,  1945-Oct  9.  1947 

Chief  Plans;  Assistant  Chief.  Air  Staff.  Plans; 
Lt  Col/Col  Harold  L.  George 
Jun  20,  1941-Mar  9.  1942 

Col  Howard  A.  Craig 
Mar  9,  1942-Ju!  18,  1942 

Col/Brig  Gen  Orvil  A.  Anderson 
Jul  18,  1942-Jul  8,  1943 

Brig  Gen/Maj  Gen  Laurence  S.  Kuter 
Jul  8,  1943-May  8,  1945 
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Brig  Gen  Joe  L.  Loutzenheiser  jactg] 

May  8,  1945-June  27,  1945 

Maj  Gen  Lauris  Norstad 
Jun  27,  1945-Jun  15,  1946 

Brig  Gen  Frank  F.  Everest 
Jun  15,  1946-Jun  27,  1946 

Maj  Gen  Otto  P.  Weyland 
Jun  27,  1946-Oct  9,  1947 

Director  of  information 
Lt  Gen  Harold  L.  George 
Mar  12,  1946-Aug  13.  1946 

Brig  Gen  Emmett  O’Donnell,  Jr. 

Aug  13,  1946-Sept  28,  1947 

Secretary-General ,  The  Air  Board 
Maj  Gen  Hugh  J.  Knerr 
Mar  4,  1946-Jan  1948 

Assistant  Chief,  Air  Staff,  Operations,  Commitments  and  Requirements 
Assistant  Chief,  Air  Staff,  Operations  and  Training 
Lt  Gen  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg 
Jun  25,  1945-Jan  26,  1946 

Maj  Gen  Earle  E.  Partridge 
Jan  26,  1946-Oct  9,  1947 

Assistant  Chief  Air  Staff,  Personnel 
Brig  Gen  Ralph  P.  Cousins 
Jul  7,  1941-Jan  12,  1943 

Col  F.  Trubee  Davison 
Jan  12,  1942-Mar  29,  1943 

Brig  Gen/Maj  Gen  James  M.  Bevans 
Mar  29,  1943-Feb  20,  1945 

Maj  Gen  Hubert  R.  Harmon 
Feb  20,  1945-Jun  7,  1945 

Maj  Gen  Frederick  L.  Anderson 
Jun  7,  1945-Sept  30.  1947 
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Assistant  Chief,  Air  Staff,  Intelligence 
Brig  Gen  Martin  F.  Scanlon 
Jun  20,  1941-Feb  21,  1942 

Col  Robert  L.  Walsh 
Feb  21,  1942-May  30,  1942 

Brig  Gen  Hume  Peabody 
May  30,  1942-Jun  22,  1942 

Col/Brig  Gen  Edgar  P.  Sorensen 
Jun  22,  1942-Oct  21,  1943 

Maj  Gen  Clayton  L.  Bissell 
Oct  21,  1943- Jan  5,  1944 

Brig  Gen  Thomas  D.  White 
Jan  5,  1944-Sept  2,  1944 

Maj  Gen  James  P.  Hodges 
Sept  2,  1944-Jul  7,  1945 

Maj  Gen  El  wood  R.  Quesada 
Jul  7,  1945-Feb  1946 

Brig  Gen  George  C.  McDonald 
Feb  1946-Oct  9,  1947 

Assistant  Chief,  Air  Staff,  Materiel,  Maintenance  and  Distribution;  Assistant 
Chief,  Air  Staff,  Materiel  and  Services;  Assistant  Chief,  Air  Staff,  Materiel 

Col  Edgar  P.  Sorensen 
Jun  20,  1941-Jan  4,  1942 

Col/Brig  Gen  Thomas  J.  Hanley 
Jan  4,  1942-Oct  17,  1942 

Col  Richard  H.  Ballard 
Oct  17,  1942-Mar  29,  1943 

Maj  Gen  Oliver  Echols 
Mar  29,  1943- Apr  27,  1945 

Brig  Gen/Maj  Gen  Edward  M.  Powers 
Apr  27,  1945-Oct  9,  1947 

Deputy  Chief  cf  Staff,  Personnel  and  Administration 
Lt  Gen  Idwal  H.  Edwards 
Oct  10,  1947-Apr  28.  1948 
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Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Operations 
Lt  Gen  Lauris  Norstad 
Oct  10,  1947-Mar  1,  1950 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Materiel 
Lt  Gen  Howard  A.  Craig 
Oct  10,  1947-Sep  15,  1949 

Air  Inspector 

Brig  Gen  Herbert  A.  Dargue 
Jun  20,  1941— July  24,  1941 

Col  Edmund  W.  Hill 
Jul  24,  1941-Jul  18,  1942 

Col  John  F.  Whiteley 
July  18,  1942-Mar  28,  1943 

Maj  Gen  Follet  Bradley 
Mar  28,  1943-Jul  13,  1943 

Brig  Gen/Maj  Gen  Junius  W.  Jones 
Jul  13,  1943-Oct  9,  1947 

Air  Adjutant  General 
Col  William  W.  Dick 
Jun  20,  1941-Sept  19,  1942 

Col  Fred  C.  Milner 
Sept  19,  1942-Sept  28,  1943 

Col  John  B.  Cooley 
Sept  28,  1943-Dec  15,  1943 

Lt  Col  H.  H.  Hewitt  [Acting] 
Dec  15,  1943-Dec  27,  1943 

Col  T.  A.  FitzPatrick 
Dec  27,  1943-May  8,  1944 

Col  Hugh  G.  Culton* 

Jun  8,  1945-Oct  9,  1947 


*No  AAG  from  May  8,  1944  to  Jun  8,  1945. 
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ANG 
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Antiaircraft  Artillery 

Army  Air  Forces 

Army  Air  Forces  Letter 

Army  Air  Forces  Regulation 
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B-9 


B-10 


B-17 


B-24 


B-29 


bd 

bk 

br 


Two-engine,  all-metal,  low-wing  monoplane  bomber  with  retractable  land¬ 
ing  gear.  Four  crewmembers  (pilot,  navigator/bombardier.  2  gunners). 
Fitted  with  one  .30-caliber  machinegun  each  in  front  and  rear  cockpits. 
Could  carry  2,000  pounds  of  bombs  at  a  top  speed  of  186  miles-per-hour. 
Service  ceiling.  20,000  feet.  Combat  range,  600  miles. 

Besides  design  features  of  the  B-9,  this  bomber  had  an  enclosed  cockpit, 
front  and  rear  turrets,  and  newly  designed  engine  cowling.  Crew  of  four 
(pilot,  radio  operator.  2  gunners).  Armament  consisted  of  one  30-caliber 
Browning  machinegun  each  in  the  nose  and  rear  turrets  and  in  the  floor 
behind  the  bomb  bay.  Bombload.  2,260  pounds  Top  speed  was  around 
210  miles-per-hour,  with  a  service  ceiling  of  over  21,000  feet  and  a 
combat  range  of  600  miles.  The  B-I0B  version's  service  ceiling  was 
24,200  feet  and  its  range  was  1 ,240  miles. 

Four  engine,  midwing  bomber,  developed  by  Boeing.  Used  widely  during 
World  War  II  in  Europe  and  the  Mediterranean  area.  Nine  crewmembers. 
The  combat  version  of  the  B-17  gave  up  the  graceful  lines  of  the  YB-1 7. 
The  slim  rudder  yielded  to  a  broad  dorsal  fin  enclosing  twin  .50-caliber 
machineguns  in  the  tail.  Top  and  belly  turrets  with  jutting  guns  bulged 
from  the  fuselage.  Gunners  stood  at  open  side  hatches  to  train  their  ,50s  on 
enemy  planes. 

Four-engine,  midwing  bomber,  developed  by  Consolidated  Vultee  and  used 
in  World  War  II.  Eight  to  10  crewmembers.  Flew  in  all  combat  theaters  but 
was  especially  useful  in  the  Pacific  theater  where  long-range  missions 
were  usual,  serving  as  a  bomber,  tanker,  and  transport.  First  model  used 
operationally  by  Army  Air  Forces  bomber  units  was  the  B-24D  in  1942. 
The  D  had  a  wing  span  of  1 10  feet,  a  length  of  66  feet.  4  inches,  and  a 
height  of  17  feet,  1 1  inches.  Maximum  takeoff  weight.  60,000  pounds. 
Top  speed.  303  miles-per-hour  at  25.000  feet.  Service  ceiling.  32.000 
feet.  Combat  range.  2.850  miles.  Later  Ds  carried  ten  50-caliber  Brown¬ 
ing  machineguns  and  a  bombload  of  1 2.800  pounds  Some  had  a  Briggs- 
Sperry  two-gun  ball  turret  aft  of  the  bomb  bay.  Others  carried  two  4.000- 
pound  bombs  externally  under  each  wing. 

Built  by  Boeing,  the  B-29  featured  a  pressurized  cabin,  highly  advanced 
remote-control  gun-firing  system,  and  a  bomb  capacity  of  20.000  pounds. 
Powered  by  four  Wright  R-3350  radial  engines  in  low-drag  nacelles.  Ten 
crewmembers.  The  A-model  had  a  wing  span  of  141  feet.  3  inches. 
Length,  99  feet.  Height,  29  feet,  7  inches.  Maximum  takeoff  weight. 
141,100  pounds.  Top  speed,  358  miles-per-hour  at  25.000  feet.  Service 
ceiling,  3 1,850  feet.  Combat  range,  4, 100  miles.  Armament  was  concen¬ 
trated  in  remotely  controlled  turrets,  two  above  and  two  below  the  fuse¬ 
lage,  each  containing  two  .50-caliber  machineguns.  Two  50-caliber  and 
one  .20-mm  (or  three  .50-caliber)  guns  in  tail  turret.  Technological 
breakthroughs  of  the  B-29  presaged  a  new  era  of  strategic  air  power, 
board 
book 
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CAF 

Continental  Air  Forces 

CCS 

Combined  Chiefs  of  Staff 

CDF 

central  decimal  file 

cen 

center 

CG 

commanding  general 

ch 

chief 

Ch/ 

Chief  of 

chap 

chapter 
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chmn 

chairman,  chairmen 

CIA 

Central  Intelligence  Agency 

C1NC 

commander  in  chief 

CinCAFPAC 

Commander  in  Chief,  Army  Forces  in  the  Pacific 

CinCPAC 

Commander  in  Chief.  Pacific  Command 

cir 

circular 

cmt 

comment 

cmte 

committee 

CNO 

Chief  of  Nava!  Operations 

colln 

collection 

comd 

command 

comdr 

commander 

comsn 

commission 

con 

control 

conf 

conference 

CONUS 

Continental  United  States 

coord 

coordination 

C/S 

chief  of  staff 

CSA 

Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Army 

CSAF 

Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Air  Force 

DAR 

daily  activity  report 

DC  AS 

Deputy  Chief  of  Air  Staff 

DCAS/ 

Deputy  Chief  of  Air  Staff  for 

DCS  / 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 

DCSA 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  United  States  Army 

def 

defense 

dep 

deputy 

DF 

disposition  form 

dir 

director 

Dir/ 

Director  of 

div 

division 

encl 

enclosure 

engrg 

engineering 

EO 

executive  order 

exec 

executive 

FEAF 

Far  East  Air  Forces 

FM 

field  manual 

fr 

from 

gen 

general 

GHQ 

General  Headquarters 

GO 

general  order 

GSC 

General  Staff  Corps 

hist 

historical,  history,  historian 

HQ 

headquarters 

HR 

House  Bill 

(with  number) 
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ibid 

incl 

ind 

indep 

intel 

intvw 

IPWAF-l 

JCS 

JCSM 

LC 

ltr 


ibidem,  in  the  same  place 

inclosure 

indorsement 

independent 

intelligence 

interview 

Initial  Postwar  Air  Force- 1 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  Memorandum 

Library  of  Congress,  Washington.  D  C. 

letter 


maint  maintenance 

MATS  Military  Air  Transport  Service 

MD  Manuscript  Division,  Library  of  Congress,  Washington,  D  C. 

MED  Manhattan  Engineer  District 

memo  memorandum 


mgt 

mil 

misc 

MMB 

MR 

mtg 

NA 

nat 

NGB 

NSC 

NSRB 

OCAC 

OC&R 

ofc 

off 

OPD 

ops 

orgn 

OSAF 

OSD 

P-47 


P-51 


management 

military 

miscellaneous 

Modem  Military  Branch,  National  Archives,  Washington.  D  C. 

memorandum  for  record 

meeting 

National  Archives  (National  Archives  and  Records  Service),  Washington. 

DC. 

national 

National  Guard  Bureau 

National  Security  Council 

National  Security  Resources  Board 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Corps 

operations,  commitments,  and  requirements 

office 

officer 

Operations  Division  (G-3),  War  Department  General  Staff 

operations 

organization 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Powered  by  a  single  radial  engine,  the  P-47  was  developed  by  Republic  and 
used  in  World  War  II  as  a  fighter  and  fighter-bomber.  The  D-model's  wing 
span  was  40  feet,  9  inches.  Length  36  feet.  1  inch.  Height.  14  feet.  2 
inches.  Maximum  takeoff  weight.  19.400  pounds  Top  speed  of  428 
miles-per-hour  at  30,000  feet.  Service  ceiling.  42.000  feet.  Combat 
range,  475  miles.  Armament,  eight  .50- caliber  machineguns  and  one 
500-pound  bomb.  One  crewman.  Affectionately  known  as  the  “Jug."  the 
P-47  was  reputed  to  be  the  toughest  fighter  of  the  war,  able  to  absorb 
tremendous  punishment. 

Prop-driven,  low-wing  monoplane,  powered  by  a  single  liquid-cooled  en¬ 
gine.  Built  by  North  American  and  widely  used  in  World  War  II.  One 
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P-80 


PV-2 


PACOM 

PACUSA 

PA  PC 

para 

pers 

Ph  D 

plcy 

ping 

PME 

pres 

prgm 

prof. 

proj 

P‘ 

PWAF 

RAF 

RAND 

R&D 

R&R 

rcrd 

reorgn 

RG 

Rare 

rprt 

rqmt 

S. 

SA 

SAC 

SAF 

sety 


crewman  Escorted  B-17s  and  B-24s  on  bombing  missions  over  Ger¬ 
many.  The  D-model  had  a  wing  span  of  37  feet.  Length,  32  feel.  3  inches. 
Height.  12  feet.  2  inches.  Maximum  takeoff  weight.  1 1 ,600  pounds.  Top 
speed.  437  miles-per-hour  at  25,000  feet.  Service  ceiling,  41.900  feet. 
Combat  range,  950  miles.  Armament,  six  50-caliber  machineguns  and 
two  1 ,000-pound  bombs  Designated  as  the  F-5 1 .  the  Mustang  served  in 
the  Korean  War. 

Developed  by  Lockheed,  the  P-80  was  the  first  jet  aircraft  accepted  for 
operational  service  with  the  Air  Force .  A  small  low- wing  monoplane  with 
a  thin,  laminar-flow  wing  section  and  an  air-intake  on  each  side  of  the 
fuselage  ahead  of  the  wing  leading  edge.  The  A-model's  wing  span  was 
39  feet,  1 1  inches  Length.  34  feet.  6  inches.  Height,  1 1  feet.  4  inches. 
Maximum  takeoff  weight.  14.500  pounds.  Top  speed  of  558  miles-per- 
hour  at  sea  level.  Service  ceiling.  45,000  feet.  Combat  range.  540  miles. 
Armament,  six  50-caliber  machineguns.  One  crewman. 

Prop-driven,  twin-engine.  Navy  patrol  bomber.  Four  crewmembers.  Wing 
span,  75  feet.  Length.  52  feet.  1  inch.  Height,  13  feet,  3  inches.  Max¬ 
imum  takeoff  weight.  36.000  pounds.  Top  speed,  282  miles-per-hour  at 
13,700  feet.  Service  ceiling,  23,900  feet.  Combat  range.  1,790  miles. 
Pacific  Command 

Pacific  Air  Command,  United  States  Army 

President's  Air  Policy  Commission  (Finletter  Commission) 

paragraph 

personnel 

Doctor  of  Philosophy 

policy 

planning 

permanent  military  establishment 

president 

program 

professor 

project 

part 

Postwar  Air  Force 
Royal  Air  Force 

Research  and  Development  (The  RAND  Corporation.  Santa  Monica.  Cal¬ 
ifornia.) 

research  and  development 
routing  and  record 
record 

reorganization 
record  group 

Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps 
report 

requirement 

Senate  Bill  (with  number) 

Secretary  of  the  Army 
Strategic  Air  Command 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
security 
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sec 

section 

SECDEF 

Secretary  of  Defense 

SECNAV 

Secretary  of  the  Navy 

secy 

secretary 

sp 

special 

SPD 

Special  Planning  Division.  War  Department  General  Staff 

SSF 

Strategic  Striking  Force 

stf 

staff 

stmt 

statement 

str 

strength 

strat 

strategic 

subj 

subject 

sum 

summary 

sur 

survey 

SVC 

service 

S/W 

Secretary  of  War 

tac 

tactical 

TAC 

Tactical  Air  Command 

TAG 

The  Adjutant  General 

tech 

technical 

tng 

training 

UMT 

Universal  Military  Training 

US 

United  States  (of  America) 

USA 

United  States  Army 

USAF 

United  States  Air  Force 

USAFE 

United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe 

USN 

United  States  Navy 

USSAFE 

United  States  Strategic  Air  Forces  in  Europe 

vcs 

vice  chief  of  staff 

VHB 

very  heavy  bomb 

WD 

War  Department 

WDGS 

War  Department  General  Staff 

WDSS 

War  Department  Special  Staff 

XB-17 

Boeing  started  work  on  the  prototype  for  this  four-engine,  midwing  bomber 
in  1934  and  first  flew  it  in  1935.  The  plane's  flying  characteristics  were 
outstanding  for  the  time.  It  could  carry  2,500  pounds  of  bombs.  2.260 
miles  and  could  attack  closer  targets  with  up  to  9.000  pounds  of  ordnance 
Accepted  by  the  military  in  January  1937  as  the  YB-17  Flying  Fortress, 
the  aircraft  had  a  top  speed  of  256  miles-per-hour  at  14.000  feet.  Service 
ceiling  was  30.600  feet.  Loaded  with  10.496  pounds  of  bombs,  its 
maximum  range  was  1.377  miles 

Zl 

Zone  of  Interior 
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Governmental  Sources 
National  Archives  of  the  United  States 

The  major  sources  concerning  planning  for  the  post- World  War  II  Army  Air 
Forces  are  to  be  found  in  the  Modem  Military  Branch  of  the  National  Archives. 
Washington,  D.C. 

This  planning,  done  by  the  AAF  during  1943—47.  concentrated  on  the 
primary  objective  of  gaining  independence  for  the  Army  Air  Forces.  The  plan¬ 
ning.  including  consideration  of  the  70-group  program,  and  the  March  1946 
reorganization,  was  sustained  and  complex.  The  records  reflect  this. 

Records  pertaining  to  postwar  planning  in  the  Modern  Military  Branch. 
National  Archives,  are  massive  yet  sometimes  difficult  to  locate.  This  is  because 
pertinent  dusters  of  documents  have  sometimes  been  filed  under  subjects  unre¬ 
lated  to  the  general  topic  of  postwar  planning. 

Nonetheless,  the  National  Archives’  record  groups  that  have  considerable 
documentation  on  this  subject  are  readily  determined.  They  are  RG  18.  records  of 
Headquarters  Army  Air  Forces;  RG  165,  records  of  the  War  Department  General 
and  Special  Staffs;  RG  218,  records  of  the  U.S.  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff;  RG  319. 
records  of  the  Army  Staff;  RG  340,  records  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force;  and  RG  341,  records  of  Headquarters  United  States  Air  Force. 

Record  Group  18,  Headquarters  AAF,  contains  a  wealth  of  material  relating  to 
the  AAF’s  postwar  planning.  The  decimal  correspondence  files  of  the  Office  of  the 
Air  Adjutant  General  (under  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Staff)  have 
documentation  covering  early  postwar  planning  in  1943-44.  done  by  the  Post  War 
Division  under  Brig.  Gen.  Laurence  S.  Kuter,  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff,  Plans. 
These  files  include  considerable  material  describing  the  planning  in  1945  for  what 
eventually  became  the  AAF’s  70-group  program.  These  decimal  files  also  contain 
correspondence  on  the  War  Department’s  Basic  Plan  for  the  Post-War  Military 
Establishment  and  on  the  subject  of  Universal  Military  Training,  featuring  corre¬ 
spondence  between  the  War  Department's  Special  Planning  Division  and  AAF 
headquarters.  Also,  the  subjects  of  postwar  organization  of  Continental  Air  Forces 
and  the  major  Army  Air  Forces’  commands  are  in  evidence  here.  Further,  there  is 
material  on  the  establishment  of  an  atomic  striking  force.  Among  the  relevant 
decimal  files  are  221. 300.6.  312.1,  319.01, 320.01.  320.1. 320.2,  320.3.  321.  322. 
325,  334.  370.  370.01,  381.  391.  452.1.  and  471.6. 
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The  files  of  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  Plans  (RG  IK)  also 
afford  significant  information  on  postwar  planning  of  the  Army  Air  Forces. 

RG  165.  records  of  the  War  Department's  General  and  Special  Staffs,  docu¬ 
ments  the  War  Department's  position  on  the  various  issues  affecting  postwar 
planning.  Here  are  the  Patch-Simpson  Board  files:  records  of  the  Special  War 
Department  Committee  on  the  Permanent  Military  Establishment,  known  as  the 
Bessell  Committee;  and  correspondence  bearing  on  the  Collins  Committee  report 
regarding  unification  of  the  armed  forces.  The  researcher  will  also  find  high-level 
War  Department  papers  on  unification,  including  those  reflecting  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  Eisenhower's  views  during  the  1946-47  period.  The  key  decimal  indicators 
include  319. i.  320.  334,  and  452.1. 

Also  crucial  to  the  story  of  postwar  planning  is  Record  Group  218.  documents 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  Besides  positions  taken  on  unification  and  force 
structure  by  the  military  services  in  the  early  phases  of  postwar  planning.  thU 
record  group  has  valuable  papers  describing  the  services'  movement  towards 
unified  planning  and  the  first  so-called  Unified  Command  Plan  of  December  1946. 
The  appropriate  JCS  numbered  papers  are  in  the  JCS  521.  JCS  1259.  and  JCS  1478 
series.  The  numerical  designators  under  RG  218  are  CCS  020.  CCS  040.  CCS 
323.361.  and  CCS  370. 

Records  of  the  Army  Staff  (RG  319)  contain  some  significant  high-level 
documents  dealing  with  unification  issues  during  1945-46.  w  hich  can  be  found  in 
320.  the  Plans  and  Operations  files. 

Record  Group  340  (Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force)  has  been 
especially  important  to  this  study.  Among  the  special  documentary  categories  are 
the  records  of  the  Air  Coordinating  Committee:  the  Air  Board.  1946-48;  minutes 
of  all  Air  Board  meetings.  1946-48:  as  well  as  interim  reports  of  board  meetings 
and  working  papers  Tb*'  report  of  the  board  on  Army  and  Air  Force  Organiza¬ 
tional  Matters  Unde>  Unification  (Hall  Board)  is  in  RG  340.  This  record  group  also 
contains  the  Rep.„i  of  the  JCS  Special  Committee  for  Reorganization  of  National 
Defense;  the  Final  Report  of  the  War  Department  Policies  and  Programs  Review 
Board,  and  personal  papers  of  Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  J.  Knerr.  Secretary  -General  of  the 
Air  Board. 

Moreover,  of  great  int  rest  to  the  historian  is  a  large  volume  of  correspon¬ 
dence  between  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  Symington  and  Secretary  of  Defense 
Forrestal  during  1947-49.  These  documents  are  among  those  of  the  Office  of  the 
Administrative  Assistant.  Correspondence  Control  Division.  OSAF  File  520 
("Special  Interest"  files). 

Additional  important  material  treating  of  the  struggle  for  autonomy,  force 
structure,  and  organization  exists  under  these  decimals:  Plans  and  Operations  009. 
020.  312.1 .  320.2.  and  particularly  320.5.  On  the  atomic  bomb  striking  force,  see 
AFOAT  1946.  numbers  312.1  and  322. 

The  papers  of  General  Lauris  Norstad  are  also  in  the  National  Archives  (as 
well  as  on  file  in  the  Office  of  Air  Force  History  and  the  Albert  F.  Simpson 
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Historical  Research  Center),  a  considerable  collection  depicting  Norstad's  role 
both  in  the  unification  drive  and  AAF  reorganization.  These  documents  are 
noteworthy  in  giving  the  historian  an  insight  into  some  of  General  Norstad  s  keenly 
penetrating  views  on  unification,  roles  and  missions,  and  Air  Force  relations  with 
the  Navy. 


Library  of  Congress 

The  Manuscript  Division.  Library  of  Congress,  holds  the  collections  of  the 
Chiefs  of  Staff  of  the  United  States  Air  Force. 

The  General  Henry  H.  (Hap)  Arnold  collection  contains  important  documen¬ 
tation  describing  Arnold’s,  and  the  AAF’s,  role  in  the  battle  for  an  independent  Air 
Force.  The  collection  also  offers  a  wealth  of  material  on  postwar  organizational 
planning.  The  General  Carl  A.  Spaatz  collection  complements  the  Arnold  source 
material  and  gives  the  researchers  a  view  of  the  interchange  of  ideas  between 
Arnold  and  Spaatz.  The  latter’s  opinions  on  postwar  organization  and  the  Air 
Force’s  struggle  with  the  Navy  over  roles  and  missions  are  also  evident. 

Compared  to  the  Arnold  and  Spaatz  collections,  there  is  less  material  on 
postwar  planning  in  the  Hoyt  S.  Vandenberg,  Ira  C.  Eaker.  and  Muir  S.  Fairchild 
papers.  The  Vandenberg  collection  has  interesting  1948  memorandums  from 
President  Harry  S.  Truman  to  the  service  chiefs  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  In 
them,  Truman  admonishes  all  concerned  to  put  their  disagreements  aside  for  the 
greater  well-being  of  the  country.  The  Fairchild  papers  have  some  revealing 
transcripts  of  lectures  delivered  to  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School,  shedding 
considerable  light  on  the  ideas  and  doctrine  of  the  Army  Air  Corps  prior  to  World 
War  II. 

There  are  additional  collections  in  the  Manuscript  Division  that  proved 
valuable  to  this  study.  The  Robert  P.  Patterson  collection  includes  documents 
pertaining  to  the  autonomy  drive  and  to  roles  and  missions.  Minutes  of  War 
Council  meetings  are  also  available  here.  The  Admiral  William  D.  Leahy  papers 
acquaint  the  researcher  with  the  sharp  views  on  the  roles  and  missions  battle  by 
President  Roosevelt’s  military  adviser. 

Harry  S.  Truman  Library 

Holdings  in  the  Harry  S.  Truman  Library,  Independence.  Missouri,  cover  the 
immediate  post-World  War  II  years.  The  Clark  M.  Clifford  papers  and  those  of 
James  E.  Webb  were  especially  helpful  to  the  chronicling  of  this  study  for  the  years 
1946-48.  Both  collections  contain  a  number  of  letters  from  Air  Force  Secretary 
Stuart  Symington  that  are  particularly  revealing  of  his  opinions  on  the  budget  and 
the  Navy. 
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Albert  F.  Simpson  Historical  Research  Center 

The  massive  archives  of  the  Albert  F.  Simpson  Historical  Research  Center 
house  many  documents  pertinent  to  this  work.  This  material  is  vital  to  the  1943-45 
period  when  the  Army  Air  Forces  accomplished  much  early  postwar  planning,  and 
to  the  years  1946-47  culminating  in  establishment  of  the  United  States  Air  Force. 
Much  of  the  Simpson  Center  Archives  is  on  microfilm  in  the  Office  of  Air  Force 
History,  Washington,  D  C. 


Historical  Studies 


Historical  studies  dealing  with  Air  Force  organization  and  doctrine,  and  the  development  of 

aircraft  have  been  useful,  especially  those  published  by  the  Historical  Division  of  the  Air  University 

Bald.  Ralph  D.,  Jr.  Air  Force  Participation  in  Joint  Army-Air  Force  Training  Exercises.  1947-50 . 
UISAF  Historical  Study  80.  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base.  Ala  :  USAF  Historical  Division.  Air 
University,  1952. 

Finney,  Robert.  History  of  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School.  1920-1940.  USAF  Historical  Study  100. 
Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Ala.:  USAF  Historical  Division.  Air  University.  1955. 

Futrell.  Robert  F.  Command  of  Observation  Aviation:  A  Study  in  Tactical  Control  of Air  Power.  USAF 
Historical  Study  24.  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base.  Ala.:  Research  Studies  Institute.  Air  University, 
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Gleckner,  Robert  F.  The  Development  cf  the  Heavy  Bomber.  USAF  Historical  Study  6  Maxwell  Air 
Force  Base,  Ala.:  USAF  Historical  Division.  Air  University.  1951. 

Greer.  Thomas  H.  The  Development  of  Air  Doctrine  in  the  Army  Air  Arm.  1917-1941.  USAF  Historical 
Study  89.  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base.  Ala.:  USAF  Historical  Division.  Air  University.  I95.V 

Holley.  Irving  B.  Jr.  Evolution  cf  the  Liaison  Type  Airplane.  1917-1944.  USAF  Historical  Study  44 
Maxwell  AFB,  Ala..  USAF  Historical  Division,  Air  University.  1946. 

McClendon.  R  Earl.  Autonomy  cf  the  Air  Arm.  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base.  Ala.:  Documentary  Research 
Division,  Air  University,  1954. 

Mooney.  Chase  C  Organization  cf  Military  Aeronautics.  1935-1945.  AAF  Historical  Study  46 
Washington:  AAF  Historical  Office.  1946 

Mooney.  Chase  C..  and  Layman,  Martha  E.  Organization  cf  Military  Aeronautics,  1907-1935.  AAF 
Historical  Study  25.  Washington:  AAF  Historical  Division.  1944. 

Mooney.  Chase  C. .  and  Williamson,  Edward  C.  Organization  cf  the  Army  Air  Arm.  1935-1945.  USAF 
Historical  Study  10.  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base.  Ala.  Research  Studies  Institute.  Air  University. 
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Sanders.  Chauncey  E.  Redeployment  and  Demobilization.  USAF  Historical  Study  77.  Maxwell  Air 
Force  Base.  Ala.:  USAF  Historical  Division,  Air  University.  1952. 

Williams,  Edwin  L.,  Jr.  Legislative  History  cf  the  AAF  and  USAF.  1941-1951 .  USAF  Historical  Study 
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Also  useful  in  this  study  was:  Haase,  Albert  E.  Manpower  Demobilization  in  the  AAF.  SAC  Historical 
Study.  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebr :  Historical  Office.  Strategic  Air  Command.  1946. 
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Interviews 

Selected  oral  history  interviews  have  been  important  to  the  writing  of  this 
study.  Several  deserve  special  mention.  In  the  early  1970s,  Lt.  Col.  Joe  B.  Green, 
USAF,  conducted  a  series  of  extensive  interviews  with  Lt.  Gen.  Ira  C.  Eaker  at  the 
Army  War  College,  Carlisle  Barracks.  Pa.  In  these  interviews.  General  Eaker 
provided  many  pertinent  insights  into  the  history  of  the  Army  Air  Corps  between 
the  wars;  into  strategy,  operations,  and  command  problems  of  the  strategic  air  war 
in  the  European  theater  during  World  War  II;  and  also  into  the  major  issues  of  the 
immediate  postwar  years.  Eaker’s  interviews  can  be  recommended  ,o  anyone  with 
an  interest  in  Air  Force  history. 

I  am  personally  grateful  to  General  Eaker.  On  several  occasions  he  gave  most 
generously  of  his  time  to  this  writer,  recalling  especially  his  command  of  air  forces 
in  the  European  theater  and  describing  his  part  during  1945^47  in  planning  for  the 


PLANNING  &  ORGANIZING  THE  POSTWAR  AIR  FORCE 


postwar  Air  Force.  He  also  responded  with  substantive  memorandums  to  a  number 
of  specific  questions  that  I  posed  following  our  interviews. 

Maj.  Gen.  Haywood  S.  Hansell,  Jr.,  was  kind  enough  to  recall  with  me  his 
experience  as  a  major  war  planner  and  bomber  commander.  He  also  gave  numerous 
insights  into  prewar  air  planning  and  training. 

In  addition,  Gen.  Curtis  E.  LeMay  graciously  granted  me  an  interview  in 
Washington,  wherein  he  cleared  up  a  number  of  points  relating  to  operations 
during  World  War  II  and  to  planning  for  the  postwar  Air  Force. 

The  first  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  Stuart  Symington,  consented  to  an 
interview  in  May  1978  and  another  in  December  1978.  They  were  conducted  by 
this  writer  and  Hugh  A.  Ahmann  of  the  Albert  F.  Simpson  Historical  Research 
Center.  Symington  ranged  over  his  career  as  industrialist  and  as  a  government 
official,  dwelling  on  his  years  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  and  as 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  1947-50. 

Besides  the  above  interviews,  1  found  interviews  with  the  following  to  be 
most  helpful  (transcripts  of  almost  all  of  them  are  available  at  the  Simpson  Center 
and  in  the  Office  of  Air  Force  History): 

Maj.  Gen.  Edward  P.  Curtis 
Lt.  Gen.  James  H.  Doolittle 
Thomas  K  Finletter 
Col  Kenneth  F  Gantz 
Roswell  L.  Gilpatric 
Maj.  Gen.  Leon  W  Johnson 
Gen.  George  C  Kenney 
Maj.  Gen.  Hugh  J.  Knerr 
Gen.  Laurence  S  Kuter 
Robert  A.  Lovett 
Gen.  Earle  E  Partridge 
Lt.  Gen  Elwood  R.  Quesada 
Gen  Carl  A  Spaatz 
Gen  Otto  P  Weyland 
Eugene  M  Zuckert 


Congress 

Most  important  to  this  study  were  congressional  hearings  of  the  78th  and  79th 
Congresses  The  House  of  Representatives  Select  Committee  on  Post-War  Mili¬ 
tary  Folic  u*id  hearings  in  1944  on  a  Proposal  to  Establish  a  Single  Department  of 
\rmed  hordes  High  ranking  officials  of  the  War  Department  and  the  Army  Air 
Forces  presented  their  siews  on  postwar  military  policy  to  this  committee. 

During  the  79th  Congress,  War  and  Navy  Department  officials  testified  in 
September  and  October  I94S  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Military  Affairs. 


BIBLIOGRAPHIC  NOTE 


relative  to  unification  problems.  Reports  of  these  hearings  contain  much  signifi¬ 
cant  information.  This  brief  list  holds  some  of  the  most  relevant  testimony: 
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on  air  power  as  first  line  of  defense:  214 
on  air  staff  organization  and  parity:  29-30. 

51.  106-108.  116,  138-139 
on  antiaircraft  units  integration:  107-108 
on  Army  Service  Forces.  104 
on  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air:  107 
at  Atlantic  Conference:  23 
on  atomic  bomb  decision  and  effect.  39.  121 
on  autonomous  forces.  26-27 


background:  2  4 

becomes  Acting  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  21 
becomes  Chief  of  Air  Corps:  2,  I7n 
becomes  Commanding  General.  Army  Air 
Forces.  21.  27.  293 
on  Bessell  Committee  report:  69 
on  combat  readiness:  39.  68  .  70-71 
Combined  Chiefs  membership:  23.  30.  103 
on  command  decentralization:  138-139 
commands  1st  Wing:  13 
on  continental  air  defense:  115.1 17-1 18 
demobilization  plans.  58.  117 
and  General  headquarters  organization: 
20-21 

headquarters  reorganization:  139 
on  hemispheric  defense:  55 
Joint  Chiefs  membership:  23.  30.  103.  107 
Marshall,  relations  with:  21.  23-26.  107 
on  naval  aviation:  90 
on  Navy  peacetime  demands.  71 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  require¬ 
ments:  46-48,  50.  55.  59.  62. 
70-71.  76.  100,  104,  211 
and  redeployment  plans:  116 
and  research  and  development:  39-40,  71. 
139-140.  212 

and  reserve  components,  reliance  on:  57 
retirement:  126 

and  seventy-groups  plan:  38.  69-73.  76 
and  sixteen-groups  plan.  55.  57 
Spaatz.  confidence  in:  212.  214.  223 
on  strategic  striking  force:  20n.  1 17 
on  tactical  air  support:  126 
on  training  rnigrams:  57.  68.  I  15  I  16 
on  transport  se.  .ices:  70-71 
and  Twentieth  Air  Force:  160 
on  unification:  38,  71.  8).  89-90.  10.3.  149 
on  United  Nations  commitments:  58.  71 
on  unity  of  command.  26-27.  89 
on  universal  military  training:  38.  55-58. 
69,  214 

on  nonrated  officers  assignments.  139. 
185-186 

Assistant  Secretaries:  173.  284.  289 
Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air  t.sec  also 
Lovett.  Robert  A  ) 
office  activated:  10.  82.  107 
office  perpetuated.  I07n.  148 
Atkinson.  Joseph  H  :  197 
Atlantic  Conference  (1941):  23 
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Atlantic  Fleet  activated.  13.1.  158 
Atomic  bomb 

effect  on  warfare:  121-123,  21  i 
information  security:  121 
Navy  delivery  of:  167,  219 
policy  on  use:  66-67,  69 
procurement.  123-124 
Soviet  acquisition:  121 
strike  force  delivery:  122-123 
Attache  system:  206 

Attack  aircraft.  See  Fighter  aircraft;  Tactical  air 
support 

Audit  services:  206 
Austin.  Warren  R.:  150 
Autonomy  of  air  arm 

airmen  on:  3,  6-7.  12-15,  17,  20-23.  26, 
38  ,  44  .  46  .  50  ,  89-90.  100-103. 
105-106.  126.  149.  157,  165. 
174-175.  179.  180-182,  209-211. 
223 

Army  on:  6,  10,  26.  36.  57.  81-82.  97-98, 
130.  147-149,  151.  180-181,  210, 
212.  214 

Army  Air  Forces  on:  45-46.  80-81. 
100-103,  113.  147,  174-175.  210. 
214 

Baker  on:  6 

Congress  and:  81.  84,  103,  210 
Crowell  on.  6 

Forrestal  on:  93-94,  150-151 
Joint  Chiefs  on:  35n,  78 
Lovett  on:  2 1 .  8 1 ,  181.210 
Navy  on:  6 n.  36.  78,  86-87.  89,  149-151, 
155u,  175 
planning  for:  1-2 
Roosevelt  on:  1 1 
of  Royal  Air  Force:  6 
Stimson  on:  21-22,  82 
Symington  on:  175.  179-182 
Truman  on:  80.  98-100.  149 
War  Department  on:  3.  10.  15,  20.  26-27. 
81.  94.  107.  110,  214 
Aviation  Corps;  3 

Aviation  medicine:  195.  203.  See  also  Medical 
services 

Aviation  Section.  Signal  Corps.  3 

Backus.  Edwin  J  :  127 
Baker.  Newton  D  :  6 
Baker  Board:  12-13 
Ballard.  Richard  H.:  297 


Bantield,  Major:  1.30 
Barksdale  Field,  La..  14,  133 
Barrows,  ArthurS.:  184.  186 
Bases  overseas:  55,  68,  76,  114,  121 
Beck.  Paul  W.:  3 
Berkeley,  William  P. :  124n 
Bessell,  William  W.  Jr.:  66 
Bessell  Committee  (1945) 

on  atomic  bomb  use:  66-67 
formed:  66 

and  postwar  organization  and  troop  require¬ 
ments:  66-69.  74-75 
and  reserve  components  strength:  67 
on  thirty-four-groups  plan:  68 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  74 
unification:  66 

on  universal  military  training:  66-67 
Bevans,  James  M  .:  296 
Bissell.  Clayton  L.:  297 
Boeing  Airplane  Company:  17 
Bolling  Field.  D  C.:  132 
Bolling  Field  Command:  197 
Bolte  Charles  L.:  162 
Bomber  aircraft 

bombload  capacity:  17 
characteristics:  17 
development  and  testing:  6.  15.  20 
groups,  number  in  service:  136 
groups,  number  proposed.  47-48 
missions;  31 
procurement:  17 
speed  records:  17 
Bombardment  Groups 
40th:  120.  122 
44th:  63 
93rd:  63 
444th:  120.  122 
467th:  63 
485th:  63 
509th:  120.  122 

Bombardment  Wing.  58th:  120.  122-123 
Bombing  operations 

demonstrations  of:  7,  I  S/i.  19 
precision  bombing  doctrine:  19 
techniques  in:  39 

Bombsights  development:  17n.  19 
Bonin  Islands,  bases  in:  76 
Bowman,  Harold  W.:  149 
Bradley.  Follet:  298 
Bradley.  Omar  N.:  130.  222-223 
Brandt,  Carl  A.:  197 
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Brant.  Gerald  C:  14 
Brett.  George  H. 
background:  2 In 

becomes  Acting  Chief  of  Air  Corps:  21 
becomes  Chief  of  Air  Corps:  293 
Brewster-Hinshaw  Board.  216 
Brodie.  Bernard:  21 1 
Browning,  William  S.:  14n 
Browning  Board  (1936):  14 
Budget  estimates  and  limitations:  59.  112.  206. 

295-216.  218.  264 
Bureau  of  the  Budget:  207,  215-216 
Byars.  C.  F.:  I24n 

Cabell,  Charles  P:  47 
Camp  Springs,  Md.:  1 15-1 16 
Cannon,  John  K.:  132-133.  197 
Cargo  aircraft,  numbers  proposed:  48 
Caribbean  Air  Command:  133 
activated:  197 
personnel  strength:  76.  135 
Caribbean  Command  activated:  158 
Caribbean  Defense  Command  activated:  24 
Central  Air  Command:  129 
Central  Defense  Command  activated:  24 
Central  Intelligence  Agency 
established:  174,  277 
Forrestal  on:  93.  151.  161 
mission:  174,  277-279 
Patterson  on:  151.  161 
Central  Training  Command:  1 15 
Central  Welfare  Board:  206 
Chamberlain,  Edwin  W.:  66 n 
Chaney,  James  E.:  24 
Chaplains:  196 
Chauncey,  Charles  C.:  294 
Chief  of  Air  Corps  (.see  also  Arnold,  Flenry  H.: 

Foulois,  Benjamin  D.:  Westover.  Oscar) 
administrative  role:  13-14 
in  command  chain:  14-15.  20,  29 
Chief  of  Finance  (Army):  206 
Chief  of  Staff,  U.S.  Air  Force:  174 
Chief  of  Staff  of  Common  Defense:  150 
Chief  of  Staff  to  President,  proposals  for:  86-87. 

161 

Chief  of  Staff,  U.S.  Army.  See  Eisenhower. 

Dwight  D.;  Marshall.  George  C. 
China-Burma-lndia  Theater:  63 
China  Theater:  1 35 
Churchill.  Winston:  6,  23-24 
Civilian  employees,  transfer  of.  206,  208.  290 


Clifford.  Clark  M  :  167.  I7ln 
Coast  defense  mission 

Air  Corps  on:  12n.  13.  15.  17  19.  210 
airmen  on:  13.  19 
Army  in:  12-13.  15.  17-19.  210 
Navy  on:  15.  17-19,  210 
War  Department  on:  19.  209 
Cold  war.  emergence  of.  213 
College  Park.  Md.:  4-5 
Collins  Committee:  94,  150 
Collins.  J.  Lawton.  95«.  205 
Colorado  Springs.  Colo..  1 32/t 
Combat  commands  organization-reorganization: 
1-2 

Combat  readiness 

airmen  on:  39.  64.  68,  212 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  76 
Congress  on:  213 
Forrestal  on:  178 
GHQ  Air  Force  stress  on:  14-15 
Symington  on:  183-184 
Truman  on:  80.  98-99 
War  Department  on:  162-163 
Command  the  Air  (Douhet):  10 
Command  and  control 
of  Air  Corps:  12 
of  Air  Force:  190-192.  201 
airmen  on:  189-190 
of  Army  Air  Forces:  105.  III.  189 
by  Chief  of  Air  Corps:  14-15.  20.  29 
of  GHQ  Air  Force  units:  13-14.  20-21 
of  naval  aviation:  149-150.  153.  155.  157. 

1 58n,  164.  166-168.  170.  173. 

282-283 

of  Strategic  Air  Command:  120-122 
Command  and  Employment  oj  Air  Power  (FM 
100-20):  30-31 

Command  and  General  Staff  School  (Army):  7 
Commands.  See  Air  commands 
Common  Defense  Act  (1946):  150 
Communications  services:  112.  137,  261-262 
Composite  groups,  number  in  service.  136 
Compton.  Keith  K.:  I24n 
Congress 

and  air  arm  autonomy:  81.  84.  103,  210 

Air  Force  activation:  73 

and  Army  strength  authorizations:  34 

Aviation  Corps  legislation:  3 

on  combat  readiness:  213 

Department  of  Aeronautics  proposed:  7.10 
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tnd  Vut.ui.tl  Sc\ulilv  Act  164  |0d  1^1. 

2 'X  2dJ 

.ind  [h*s|w.u  organization  and  troop  require 
meni''  46.  xq  xo  04.  77.  X4 
and  ceveniv  group'  plan  ’7.  214 
and  unilleation  III.  7X.  I  <  1 1 .  |5<>.  169.  24X 
and  undted  eonimands  XI 
and  unity  ot  enmmand  XI 
and  universal  military  training  54  54.  77. 
I  x  l .  1X7.  214 

Woodrum  <  oinniitlee  46.  mi.  X2.  85 
Congressional  Aviation  Holies  Board  216 
Construelion  programs  21)7.  2X5 
Continental  Air  Command  115 
Continental  air  defense  See  Air  delense 
Continental  Air  Forces:  114.  116.  lid.  121.  124. 

1 2d-  142.  255 
Continental  United  States 

air  delense  of  .See  Air  defense 
groups  and  personnel  strength  proposed:  63. 
76 

personnel  strength:  135 
Cooke.  Charles  M  Jr.:  X7n 
Cooley,  John  B  2dX 
Coolidge,  Calvin:  1 1 
Coral  Gables.  Fla.:  1 12 
Cork.  Robert  O.:  120 
Corps,  establishment  of:  201-202 
Corps  area  commanders:  13-14.  21 
Council  of  Common  Defense:  154 
Cousins.  Ralph  P.:  296 
Craig.  Howard  A.:  295 

becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  193.  298 
on  coast  defense  mission:  19 
on  continental  air  defense:  114-115 
Cross-training:  202 
Crowell.  Benedict.  6 
Cullin.  Paul  T  :  37 
Culton,  Hugh  G  :  298 
Czechoslovakia  crisis  (1946).  217 

Dargue.  Herbert  A.:  298 
Davison.  F  Trubee 

on  antiaircraft  units  integration:  107 
becomes  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff:  296 
becomes  Assistant  Secretary  for  Air:  If). 
107 

appointed  special  planning  adviser:  48u 
demobilization  plan:  62 
groups,  number  proposed  by:  62 


on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 

46.  51.  62 
on  unilleation:  84 
Dean.  Fred  M  47 

Demobilization  plans  34.  58-59.  62,  117.  lid, 
213  215 

Denteld.  Louis:  223 

Department  of  Aeronautics  proposed:  7.  10 
Department  of  the  Air  Force.  See  also  Headquar¬ 
ters  United  States  Air  Force;  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force;  United  States  Air  Force 
established.  I.  164.  171.  180,  283-284 
organization  and  reorganization:  I.  186 
Department  of  the  Army  established:  164.  282 
See  also  United  States  Army;  War 
Department 

Department  of  Aviation  proposed:  1 2 
Department  of  Common  Defense  proposed:  150 
Department  of  (National |  Defense.  See  also  For- 
restal.  James  V.:  Johnson.  Louis  A.;  Na¬ 
tional  Military  Establishment:  Secretary 
of  Delense;  Unification  of  armed  services 
on  organization,  postwar.  See  Organization, 
postwar 

proposals  for:  10,  12.  31.  35.  50.  66.  71. 
78-80.  84.  90.  99-101.  105.  I  13. 
149,  154 

on  troop  strength,  postwar  See  Troop 
strength,  postwar 
Department  of  Justice  ruling:  1 7 l/i 
Department  of  the  Navy  established:  164.  171. 

282-283.  See  also  United  States  Navy 
Department  of  State  and  overseas  bases:  55 
Devers.  Jacob  L. 

on  air  defense  mission:  138 
on  Army  organic  air  units:  1 28rt 
on  tactical  air  support:  131 
on  unification:  175 
Dick.  William  W.:  298 
Dickman  Board  (1920):  6 
Doctrine  formulation  and  testing:  2,  7.  10.  17. 

22.  29-30.  38-39 
Doolittle.  James  H.:  42 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  12 
background:  12zt 
on  GHQ  Air  Force:  12 
on  unity  ol  command:  87n 
Douglas  Aircraft  Corporation:  140 
Douhet.  Giulio:  10 
Drum  Board  ( 1933):  12-13 
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Eaker.  Ira  C.:  8.  43.  64.  99.  144 
as  air  advocate:  3 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  6-7,  101-103. 
174-175.  180 

on  Air  Comptroller;  141-142 
on  Air  Defense  Command  mission.  !37n 
on  aircraft  procurement:  63 
on  ASWAAF  integration:  66 
becomes  Deputy  Commanding  General  and 
Chief  of  Air  Staff:  62,  294 
demobilization  plan:  62 
on  Eisenhower-Spaatz  relations:  36 
on  groups  assignments  to  theaters:  63 
groups,  number  proposed  by:  62-63 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
62.  65.  124-125 

on  seventy-groups  plan:  62.  103.  126.  212 
on  strategic  strike  force:  122 
on  unification:  101.  105 
Eastern  Air  Command:  129 
Eastern  Training  Command:  1 15 
Eaton.  Robert  E.  L.:  124 n 
Eberstadt  (Ferdinand)  Report:  93.  150-151 
Echols.  Oliver  P.:  297 
Edwards.  Idwal  H. 

becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  193.  298 
commands  air  forces  in  Europe:  133 
Eglin  Field.  Fla.:  133 
Eisenhower.  Dwight  D  :  71.  144 
as  air  advocate:  71 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  36,  81-82,  97-98. 
130.  147-149,  180-181.  210.  212. 
214 

and  Air  Board:  142 
on  Army  organic  ground  units:  129 
and  \rmy  policy  formulation:  142-143 
on  ASWAAF  integration:  200 
on  aviation  medicine:  195.  203 
becomes  Chief  of  Staff:  35-36.  81 .  107.  126 
on  functions  transfer:  205 
on  General  Staff  reorganization:  104-105. 
147 

on  medical  services:  195.  203 
on  National  Security  Act:  214 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  require¬ 
ments:  35.  73-74.  198 
on  roles  and  missions:  154.  167 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  157.  167. 
169.  222 

on  seventy-groups  plan:  73-74.  198.  217 


and  Simpson  Board:  107-108 
Spaatz.  relations  with:  36.  130.  148.  212 
and  support  services:  1 10 
on  tactical  air  support:  126.  129.  131-132. 
212 

on  technical  services  complement:  195 
on  unification;  36.  81.  97-98.  104n. 

148-149,  154.  162.  164.  176 
on  unity  of  command:  97.  129 
and  War  Department  reorganization: 
147-148 

Emmons,  Delos  C.:  293 
Employment  of  Combined  Air  Force:  10 
Engine.  Liberty:  4-5 
Equipment  Board:  121 
Equipment  development  and  testing:  2 
Eubank.  Eugene  L.:  133 
European  Command  activated:  158.  160 
European  theater  groups  and  personnel  strength 
63.  76.  135 
Everest.  Frank  F  :  296 

Fairchild.  Muir  S  132.  191 

becomes  Assistant  Chiel  ot  Air  Corps  2dt 
on  headquarters  and  stall  organization 
190-191 

heads  Air  University:  133.  I  o' 

Far  East  Air  Forces:  133,  I9"> 

Far  East  Command  activated  158.  loti 
Field  commands.  See  Air  commands.  Specified 
commands:  L'nitied  commands 
Fielder.  Kendall  J  :  60 
Fighter  aircraft 

development  and  testing:  20 
in  escort  role:  17 
groups,  number  proposed  48 
groups,  number  in  service:  136 
missions:  7.  31 

Fighter  Replacement  Training  Unit:  1 16 
Fighter  Squadron.  120th:  187-188 
Finance  services:  206.  290 
Finletter  Commission:  216-217 
First  air  officer  on  General  Staff.  I5n 
First  Chief  of  Staff:  2 
First  flying  field:  5 
First  Secretary:  3 

First  War  Powers  Act  (1941):  27.  29.  103. 
249-250 

FitzPatrick.  T.A.:  298 
Flight  organization:  3 In 
Flight  services:  137 
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Flying  safely  services.  137 
Force  levels:  See  Troop  requirements 
Foreign  liaison  service:  206 
Foreign  Ministers  Conference  (1946):  213 
Forrestal,  James  V.:  37,  95,  168,  176.  222-223 
on  aii  arm  autonomy:  93-94,  150-151 
on  Ai  Force  as  first  line  of  defense:  209 
on  Army  Air  Forces  staff  members:  94 
becomes  Secretary  of  Defense:  1 76- 1 78 
on  budget  limitations:  218 
on  Central  Intelligence  Agency:  93.  151, 
161 

on  Chief  of  Staff  to  President:  161 
on  civilian  employees  transfer:  208 
on  combat  readiness:  178 
and  Council  of  Common  Defense:  151 
and  Council  of  National  Defense:  161 
on  Eberstadt  Report:  93 n 
on  functions  transfer:  205,  207 
on  Joint  Chiefs  functions:  93,  151.  161 
on  Marine  Corps  control:  151 
on  Marine  Corps  personnel  strength.  62 
on  medical  services:  203 
on  Military  Aii  Transport  Service:  221 
on  Military  Education  and  Training  Agency: 
151 

on  Military  Munitions  Board:  93 
on  National  Security  Act:  164 
on  National  Security  Council:  93 
on  National  Security  Resources  Board:  93. 
151,  161 

on  naval  aviation:  153 
on  Navy  postwar  personnel  strength:  62 
Patterson,  agreement  with:  161-164,  170. 
196 

on  Procurement  and  Supply  Agency:  151 
on  Research  and  Development  Agency:  151 
and  roles  and  missions:  161-164,  170 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  161-162, 
169.  222 

on  security  organization:  161 
on  service  departments:  161 
on  service  secretaries:  161 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  218-219 
on  single  Chief  of  Staff;  151 
on  Strategic  Air  Force:  168 
Symington,  relations  with.  178n.  183. 
218-219 

on  unification:  36-38.  93-94,  149-151, 
153,  161,  170.  193 
on  War  Council:  161 


Fort  Knox  exercises  (1933).  16 
Fort  McKinley,  Philippines;  133 
Fort  Monroe,  Va.:  133 
Foulois,  Benjamin  D.:  3,  12-13,  16 
Four- Year  Plan:  218 

Gallery,  Daniel  V.:  219 
Gardner,  Grandison:  140,  142 
Gates.  Artemus  L.:  82,  117 
Gates,  Byron  E  :  50 

General  Headquarters:  20-21.  104-105,  147 
General  Headquarters  Air  Force  (see  also  An¬ 
drews,  Frank  M.) 
activated;  13 
air  defense  mission;  24 
combat  readiness,  stress  on:  14-15 
in  command  chain:  14-15 
proposed:  10.  12 
training  programs:  14 
transfer  to  Air  Force:  174,  207 
units,  command  and  control  of:  13-14, 
20-21 

units  organization:  13n 
General  Reserve 
defined:  65 
mission:  1 18 

plans  for:  69,  73-74,  76,  118 
units  and  personnel  strength  proposed:  63 
units  assignment  to:  120 
General  Staff.  See  War  Department 
Geodetic  control  squadrons:  136 
George.  Harold  L.:  132 

becomes  Chief  of  Plans  Division:  296 
becomes  Director  of  Information:  296 
commands  Transport  Command.  133 
on  unification:  84 
Giles,  Barney  M.:  56 

becomes  Chief  of  Air  Staff:  294 
on  groups,  number  required:  55 
on  staff  organization:  50-51 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
54-58 

on  sixteen-groups  plan:  55 
on  universal  military  training:  55-57 
Green  Project:  1 16n 
Griswold.  Francis  H.:  133 
Groups 

activated:  215 

in  Air  Force  Reserve:  74.  76 
in  Air  National  Guard:  74,  76 
assignment  of:  76 
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in  Caribbean  theater:  76 
bomber,  number  proposed:  48 
bomber,  in  service:  136 
in  China-Burma-India  Theater:  63 
composite,  number  in  service:  136 
in  continental  United  States:  63.  76 
conversion  to  very  heavy  bomber:  113.  115 
in  European  theater:  63.  76.  135 
tighter,  number  in  service:  136 
number  assigned  by  type:  136.  215 
number  proposed:  48.  50.  54-55.  58. 

62-63.  74 

number  in  service:  218 
organization:  3 In 
seventy-groups  plan:  50 
seventy-hve-groups  plan:  50 
in  strategic  operations:  75-76 
theater  assignment  plan:  63-64.  76 
World  War  II  numbers:  75n 
Groves,  Leslie  R.:  123 
Grow,  Malcolm  C.:  203-204 
Gruenther.  Alfred  M.:  223 
Guided  missiles.  See  Missiles  and  rockets 
Gulick,  John  W.:  12n 

Hall.  William  E..  163,  295 
Hall  Board 

on  functions  transfer:  204-205 
on  medical  services:  203 
on  technical  services  complement:  195-198 
on  unification:  162,  182 
Hamilton.  Pieipont  M.:  46 
Handy,  Thomas  T.:  52 

on  Continental  Air  Forces:  1 16 

demobilization  plan;  58 

on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 

48.50-51.54.58-59.115 
on  reserve  components  training:  59 
Hanley,  Thomas  J.:  295,  297 
Hansell.  Haywood  S.  Jr.:  83 
on  autonomy:  20 

becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  295 
on  unified  commands:  82 
Harmon,  Hubert  R  :  133.  197,  296 
Harmon.  Millard  F.:  293-294 
Harmon  Field.  Guam:  133 
Harper.  Robert  W..  197 
Harrison,  William  K.  Jr:  27 
Hawaii  bases:  76 
Hawaiian  Air  Force  activated:  24 


Headquarters  Army  Air  Forces  See  Army  Air 
Forces 

Headquarters  and  staff 

Air  Force.  74,  179.  182-195,  223.  293-298 
Army  Air  Forces:  138-142.  179-195. 
293-298 

reorganization:  139 

Headquarters  United  States  Air  Force  estab¬ 
lished:  1 .  See  also  Department  of  the  Air 
Force 

Hemispheric  defense:  55 

Hewitt.  H.  H  :  298 

Hickam  Field.  Hawaii:  133 

Hill,  Edmund:  298 

Hill.  J.  B.:  124n 

Hill,  Joseph  Lister:  150 

Hodes,  Henry  1:  67 

Hodges.  James  P:  297 

Hood,  Reuben  C.  Jr.:  I93n 

House  of  Representatives.  See  Congress 

Hovey,  Burton  M.:  197 

Hull.  John  E.:  107n.  124n 

Independent  air  arm.  See  Autonomy  of  air  arm 
Industrial  mobilization:  60,  66,  78 
Instrument  flying  training:  14 
Intelligence  operations  and  systems:  60.  206.  See 
also  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
International  peace-keeping  force.  See  United 
Nations 

Iran,  Soviet  forces  in:  213 

Jamison.  Glen  C.:  70 

on  Army  Air  Forces  mission:  68 
on  bases  overseas:  68 
Bessell  Committee  member:  66 n 
on  combat  readiness:  68 
on  pilots  training:  68 

on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
67-69 

reorganization  committee  member.  124n 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  45,  67-68 
Japan 

air  offensive  against:  39.  1 14 
invasion,  plans  for:  158 
occupation  mission  in:  76 
surrender  by:  129 
Jenkins.  Reuben  E.:  66« 

Johnson.  Davenport:  293 
Johnson.  Leon  W.:  117-118 
Johnson.  Louis  A.:  208 
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Joint  Army-Navy  Board.  See  Army-Navy  Joint 
Board 

Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 

activated:  23«,  85,  286 

on  Air  Force  autonomy:  35 n.  78 

Army  on:  94 

Army  Air  Forces  representation  on:  82 
and  Army  air  units:  84,  251 
on  bases  overseas.  55 
chairman,  functions  of:  86 
functions  and  powers:  91 . 93.  99-100.  151, 
161.  174 

inactivation  proposed:  222 
on  interservice  coordination:  62 
Japan  invasion  plans:  158 
Joint  Staff  of:  287 
on  Marine  Corps  status:  62.  84.  251 
on  medical  services:  203 
on  National  Security  Act:  164 
on  naval  aviation:  84.  251 
on  Navy  peacetime  needs.  70 
Patterson  and:  151.  161 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  require¬ 
ments:  74-75,  84.  198.  242-251 
Richardson  on.  86 
on  roles  and  missions:  154,  160 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  64.  75,  198.  216 
on  specified  commands:  160.  16 In 
on  Strategic  Air  Command:  158.  160 
and  strategic  air  forces  control:  41-44 
on  strategic  reserve:  118 
Truman  on:  89-100 

on  unification:  31 , 35n.  71 . 78.  80.  84,  157, 
242-251 

on  unified  commands:  158.  160.  174 
on  unity  of  command:  85.  87 
Joint  operations;  170 

Joint  Strategic  Survey  Committee:  121.  154 
Jones,  Junius  W.:  193,  298 

Kenney,  George  C.:  132 

on  air  units,  control  of:  1 66/i 
background:  132n 

commands  Strategic  Air  Command:  132, 
197 

on  headquarters  and  staff  organization:  192 
Mac  Arthur,  relations  with:  132 
on  Strategic  Air  Command:  I66« 
on  strategic  bombing  concept:  151 
on  unification:  94n 
Kepner,  William  E.:  156 
Key  West  Conference  (1948):  220 


Kilboume.  Charles  E.:  12 n 
King.  Ernest  J.:  37.  88,  92.  95 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  89 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers.  1 54 
on  unification:  36-38.  86.  89 
on  unity  of  command:  87 
Knerr.  Hugh  J.:  145.  191 
background:  I43n 
on  command  and  control:  189-190 
on  headquarters  and  staff  organization: 

188-192 

heads  Air  Board:  142-145.  193.  296 
on  roles  and  missions:  167 
on  technical  services  complement:  200 
on  technical  services  organization:  195 
on  transition  to  Air  Force:  182 
on  unification:  162 
Korea,  occupation  mission  in:  76 
Kuter.  Laurence  S.:  33,  43 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  50 
as  air  proponent:  3 
on  antiaircraft  units  integration:  107 
background:  tin,  30n 
becomes  Chief  of  Plans  Division.  296 
becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  295 
becomes  deputy  commander.  AAF 
commands  Military  Air  Transport  Service. 

7 On.  221 

on  continental  air  defense.  114-115 

on  doctrine  formulation:  30 

on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength. 

38.  46.  48.  50.  54 

on  strategic  air  forces  control:  41.  43-44 
on  unification:  50 

on  United  Nations  commitments:  50 
on  universal  military  training:  50.  54 

Lampert  Committee  (1925):  10 
Langley  Field,  Va  :  10.  14.  133.  147 
Lassiter  Board  (1923):  10.  13 
Leahy.  William  D.:  35.  37.  152 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  176 
on  Army-Navy  rivalry.  155 
as  Chief  of  Staff  to  President:  85 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength 
62 

on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  1 54 
on  unification:  36-38.  86.  89.  151 
on  unity  of  command:  87 
LeMay,  Curtis  E.:  125 

on  Air  Comptroller:  142 
on  atomic  bomb  effect:  121-122 
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on  atomic  bomb  procurement;  123-124 
becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  295 
bombing  techniques.  39 
commands  Air  Force  in  Europe:  197 
heads  research  and  development:  140,  142 
joins  Air  Staff:  74 
on  strategic  strike  force:  121 
Lend-Lease  program:  232-233 
Leo,  Stephen  F.:  186 
Liaison  squadrons  in  service:  136 
Liberty  engine:  4-5 
Lippmann.  Walter:  213 
Lloyd  George,  David:  6 
Loutzenheiser,  Joe  L.:  296 
Lovett,  Robert  A..  83,  140 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  21,  81.  181.  210 
and  Air  Comptroller:  140-142,  181 
as  air  proponent:  3 

becomes  Assistant  Secretary  for  Air:  21 
on  National  Security  Act:  181-182 
on  reactionary  officers:  I04n-I05n 
on  unification:  104n 
on  unified  commands:  82 
Lynch,  Edmund  C.:  133 


Mac  Arthur,  Douglas:  18 

on  coast  defense  mission:  13,  18 
commands  Army  Forces.  Pacific:  158 
Kenney,  relations  with:  132 n 
on  strategic  operations:  41 
MacArthur-Pratt  agreement  (1931):  18 
Mail  service.  Air  Corps  in:  12 
Maintenance  and  repair  services:  22,  206 
Manchu  Law:  3 n 

Manhattan  Engineer  District:  122-123 
Mapping  service:  206 
March,  Peyton  C.:  6-7 
March  Field.  Calif.:  13-14 
Mariana  Islands  bases:  76,  114 
Marshall.  George  C.:  23.  49,  56,  92 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  21 .  26,  36.  57.  181 , 
210 

as  air  power  advocate:  48-49 
Arnold,  relations  with.  21,  23-26.  107 
on  Continental  Air  Forces:  1 16 
demobilization  plan:  34 
on  General  Headquarters  organization: 
20-21 

on  General  Staff  reform:  26 
on  Joint  Chiefs  functions:  91 
on  Navy-Marine  Corps  personnel  strength: 
62 


and  Patch  Board:  104 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  require¬ 
ments:  33-35.  46,  48.  51-54. 
58-61,  66-67,  85.  104 
on  unification:  31.  35.  62,  81.  90-92 
on  universal  military  training:  34-36,  38. 
51.  53-54,  58.  69,  77.  187.  212. 
214 

Marshall.  S.  L.  A.:  217 
Marston.  M.  W  :  60 
Maxwell.  Russell  L  :  60 
Maxwell  Field.  Ala.:  lOn.  133 
McDonald.  George  C.:  297 
McKee,  William  F. 

becomes  Assistant  Vice  Chief  of  Staff:  185, 
294 

on  tactical  air  support:  125.  127-129 
McLaughlin.  John  J.:  185-186 
McNair,  Lesley  J.:  20.  27 
McNamey.  Joseph  T.:  27.  197 
Medical  services:  111-112.  195.  202-204.  264 
Mediterranean  theater  personnel  strength:  135 
Midway.  USS:  219 

Military  Air  Transport  Service:  70 n.  220 

Military  Education  and  Training  Agency:  151 

Military  occupation  specialties:  77-78 

Milling.  Thomas  DeW.:  5 

Millis.  Walter:  216n 

Milner.  Fred  C.:  298 

Missiles  and  rockets:  44.  252-253 

Mitchel  Field,  N.Y.:  133.  147 

Mitchell.  William:  9 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  7.  12.  209 
bombing  demonstration  by:  7,  19 
court-martial  and  resignation:  1 1 
on  Shenandoah  disaster:  9 
Mitscher.  Marc  A.:  155n 
Mobilization  plans:  60-61,  65-66.  75-78. 
238-239 

Moffat.  Reuben  C. 

on  Air  Force  Combat  Command:  120 
background:  47 n 
on  Continental  Air  Forces:  121 
death  of:  12 In 

heads  Special  Planning  Division:  65 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
46-47  .  54-58 

reorganization  committee  member:  1 24n 
on  seventy-groups  plan.  128 
on  strategic  strike  force.  120 
on  tactical  air  support:  128 
on  unification:  100 
on  unity  of  command:  121 
Molotov,  Vyacheslav  M..  213 
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Moore.  John  G  :  122 

Morrow  Board  (1925):  10 

Munitions  Board  established:  174.  287 

Nagoya,  Japan:  133 
National  Defense  Act  (1916):  34 
National  Defense  Act  (1920):  7.  34 
National  Defense  Establishment:  164 
National  Guard.  See  Air  National  Guard;  Army 
National  Guard;  Reserve  components 
National  Military  Establishment  (see  also  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense) 
established:  171.  280 
definition,  composition  and  missions; 

234-241 .  280 
legislation,  planning  for:  2 
National  Security  Act  (1947) 
airmen  on:  221 
approved:  169 
Army  on:  176.  214 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  176 
as  compromise:  175-176 
Congress  and:  164.  169.  171.  275-292 
Forrestal  on:  164 
Joint  Chiefs  on:  164 
Lovett  on:  181-182 
Navy  on:  176,  181n 
Patterson  on:  164 
provisions:  171-178,  203 
Symington  on:  181-182,  221 
text.  275-292 
Truman  on:  164.  169 
National  Security  Council 

established:  174,  276-277 
Forrestal  and:  93 
mission:  174.  277 
National  Security  Resources  Board 
established:  174,  277 
mission:  279-280 
Patterson  on:  151,  161 
Naval  Air  Transport  Service:  220 
Naval  aviation.  See  under  United  States  Navy 
Navigation  training:  14 
Nelson.  Otto  L.:  Jr.:  29 
Nee.-  York  Times 

on  Army  Air  Forces  achievements:  39 
on  Forrestal  appointment:  178 
on  strategic  operations:  40-41 
on  unification:  92.  98 
on  universal  military  training:  77 
Night-flight  training:  14 


Nimitz.  Chester  W  :  88.  95.  See  also  United 
States  Navy 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  87 
commands  Pacific  Fleet:  158 
on  roles  and  missions:  154 
on  strategic  operations:  87-89 
on  unification:  86-87 
on  unified  commands:  160 
Norden  bombsight:  I7n 
Norfolk,  Va.:  133 
Normandy  campaign:  1 14 
Norstad.  Lauris.  65.  159,  223 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  101.  157 
as  air  proponent:  3 
on  antisubmarine  defense:  157 
on  ASWAAF  integration:  66 
background:  62 

becomes  Chief  of  Plans  Division:  296 
becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  193.  295, 
298 

on  combat  readiness:  64 

criticized:  175,  181n 

on  field  commands:  126 

joins  Air  Staff:  61-62 

on  Marine  Corps  aviation:  157 

military  air  transport  service  proposal.  66 

on  naval  aviation:  157 

on  Navy  criticism:  154 

on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 

47.  64-68.  75.  125 
on  roles  and  missions:  154.  158.  161 
on  security  organization:  158 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  64,  67-68.  75.  125 
on  single  Chief  of  Staff:  222 
Spaatz  Board  member:  121 
on  strategic  strike  force:  122.  124.  129,  131 
on  Symington  efforts:  183 
on  unification:  150.  157-160.  175 
on  unified  command:  158-160.  219 
North  Atlantic  theater:  63 
Northeast  Command  activated:  158.  160 
Northeastern  Defense  Command  activated:  24 

Observation  aircraft  missions:  7 
Occupation  missions  and  plans:  61.  76 
O'Donnell,  Emmett  Jr.:  47.  296 
Office  of  Chief  of  Air  Corps.  See  Arnold.  Henry 
H.;  Chief  of  Air  Corps;  Foulois.  Ben¬ 
jamin  D.:  Westover.  Oscar 
Officer  Personnel  Act  (1947):  185,  223 
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Officers  {See  also  Pilots) 

grades  distribution.  201-202 
nonrated.  policies  on:  138-139.  185-187, 
261 

rated-lo-nonrated  ratio:  74 
training  programs:  185,  187 
transfer  to  Air  Corps:  1 10 
transfer  to  Air  Force:  205-208.  219,  223. 
260-261.  285 

transfer  to  Army  Air  Forces.  1 10 
Organization,  postwar:  47-49 

airmen  on:  38,  46-48,  50-62.  64-71. 

75-76, 100. 104. 113. 124-125,211 
Army  on:  33-35.46,48,  50-51. 54,  58-61. 

66-67,  73-74.  85.  104.  115.  198 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  45^16,  50,  54-58,  63, 
65-67.  71.  80.  121.  124-138. 
212-213,  223,  227-241.  252-254. 
267-270 

Army  Reserve:  35-36,  52-53 

Congress  and:  46,  54,  59,  64,  77,  84 

Davison  on:  46.  5 1 , 62 

Joint  Chiefs  on:  74-75.  84,  198,  242-251 

legislation  affecting:  3 

Navy  on:  62 

plans  and  studies  on:  1.  10,  15,  66-69, 
74-75 

reserve  components:  35-36 
Truman  on:  62,  66,  69-71,  74 
War  Department  on:  46,  48,  50,  52-54, 
59-60,64,67-68,71,74-75,  104n, 
106,  267-270 

Organized  Reserves.  See  Reserve  components 
Ostfrieslancl:  7 
Owens,  Roy  L.:  295 

Pacific  Air  Command:  1 35 
Pacific  Command  activated:  158.  160 
Pacific  theater 

groups  and  personnel  strength  proposed:  63. 
76 

operations  in:  114 
unity  of  command  in:  158 
Palmer,  John  McA..  34 
Partridge,  Earle  E.:  225,  198-199.  296 
Pitch,  Alexander  M.  Jr,:  80.  I04n.  106 
Patch  Board  (1945):  67,  80,  104-106,  108-110 
Patrick.  Mason  M.:  9-10.  151 
Patterson .  Robert  P:  220 

on  Central  Intelligence  Agency.  151,  161 
on  chaplains  complement:  1% 


on  Chief  of  Staff  to  President:  161 
on  Council  of  Common  Defense.  151 
on  Council  of  National  Defense:  161 
declines  Secretary  of  Defense  post.  1 76 
Forrestal,  agreement  with:  161-164.  170, 
196.  220 

and  Joint  Chiefs:  151.  161 
on  Marine  Corps  control:  151 
on  Military  Education  and  Training  Agency: 
151 

on  National  Security  Act:  164 
on  National  Security  Resources  Board:  151, 
161 

on  procurement  and  supply  agency:  151 
on  quartermaster  services:  196 
on  research  and  development  agency:  151 
on  roles  and  missions:  161-164.  170 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  151.  157. 
161-162 

on  security  organization:  161 
on  service  departments  and  secretaries:  161 
on  single  Chief  of  Staff:  151 
on  technical  services  sharing.  195-196 
on  unification:  92.  151.  153.  161. 170,  182. 
193 

on  universal  military  training:  69 n 
on  War  Council:  161 
on  Woodrum  Committee:  84 
Peabody,  Hume:  297 
Pearl  Harbor,  attack  on:  27,  213 
Perrin,  Edwin  S.:  295 
Pershing.  John  J.:  6 
Personnel  Distribution  Command:  115 
Personnel  policies  and  services:  201-203. 
205-206,  223.  See  also  Officers;  Troop 
strength,  postwar 
Philippines  bases:  76 
Photographic  aircraft  mission:  31.  206 
Pilots 

requirements  for:  105 
training  programs:  14,  55.  68 
Polar  region  air  defense:  44,  21 1 
Portal,  Charles:  157 

Post  War  Division.  Army  Air  Forces:  100-101 

Powers,  Edward  M.:  297 

Pratt,  Henry  Conger:  14,  16 

Precision  bombing  doctrine:  19 

President  as  commander  in  chief:  1 7 1  n 

Price.  John  D.:  167 

Procurement  and  supply  agency:  151 
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Promotion  policies 
Air  Corps.  26n 
Air  Force.  185-187.  20G,  22? 

Army  Air  Forces.  105.  Ml.  148,  185 
Public  relations  program:  I37n.  214 
Pursuit  aircraft.  See  Fighter  aircraft 
Pratt.  William  V  :  18 

Quartermaster  services:  151,  106 
Quesada,  Elwood  R.:  1 32 

on  Army  organic  air  units:  I28»i 
becomes  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff.  297 
commands  Tactical  Air  Command:  153.  197 
on  tactical  air  support.  130-1 31.  133 

'Radford.  Arthur  W.:  253,  223 
on  naval  aviation:  158n 
on  Truman  intransigence:  155 
on  unification:  150,  158» 

Rainey.  Roger  M.:  123 
Randall,  Russell  Ft.:  56 
Rawlings,  Edwin  W. :  142.  193 
Real  estate  transfer.  207.  285 
Reconnaissance  aircraft 

groups,  number  in  service.  136 
groups,  number  proposed:  48 
mission:  31 

Reconnaissance  missions 
by  Air  Force:  170 
airmen  on:  1 54 
by  Army  Air  Forces:  154 
by  Navy:  154.  165.  167,  170.  173.  283 
Recruiting  services:  206 
Reeves.  John  W.  Jr.:  220 
Regular  Army.  See  United  States  Army 
Reorganization  plans.  See  Organization,  postwar 
Repair  and  maintenance  See  Maintenance  and 
repair  service 

Replacement  training  centers  and  programs:  29, 
115 

Research  and  development 
in  Air  Force:  204 

airmen  on:  39-40.  71,  139-140.  212 
in  Army:  204 

in  Army  Air  Forces:  121.  263 
proposals  for:  22.  60,  151 
Von  Karman  role  in:  39-40.  44.  212 
Research  anJ  Development  Board  established: 
174.  288 

Research  and  Development  (RAND)  Corpora¬ 
tion:  140 


Reserve  components  ( see  also  Air  Force  Reserve 
Air  National  Guard:  Army  National 
Guard;  Army  Reserve  I 
personnel  strength  proposals:  50.  67 
plans  for:  34.  59.  61 
in  postwar  organization:  35-36 
reliance  on:  57 
Spaatz  on:  187-188 

training  programs:  55.  59.  61.  66-67.  73. 

75.  78.  117.  121.  137.  147.  188 
Truman  on:  69 

Reserve  Officers  Training  Corps:  36.  73.  137. 
147 

Rex.  SS.  18 

Richardson,  James  O. .  88 

on  air  arm  autonomy:  86 
background:  84 

on  Joint  Chiefs  perpetuation:  86 
on  unification:  84-86.  245-247 
Riehardson  Committee  (1945):  62.  66 
Rockets.  See  Missiles  and  rockets 
Roles  and  missions 

Air  Force:  170-171.  17.3.  219-220.  223. 
271-274,  286 

airmen  on:  7.  154.  158.  161.  165  167. 
179-180 

Army  on:  7.  154.  167 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  131.  153.  160.  176, 
271-274 

Joint  Chiefs  on:  154.  160 
Key  West  Conference:  220 
Navy  on:  7.  11.  153-154.  158.  161. 
164-165.  167.  170.  176.  219-220. 
223,  271-274 
Patterson  on:  161-164.  170 
planning  for:  2 

Truman  on:  155,  161-162.  169-170. 
271-274 

War  Department  on.  209 
Roosevelt.  Franklin  D  :  11.  24 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  1 1 
at  Atlantic  Conference:  23 
expands  aircraft  procurement;  20.  23.  212 
on  Assistant  Secretary  for  Air.  10 
Root,  Elihu:  29 

Roswell  Army  Air  Field.  N.M.:  122 
Royal  Air  Force:  6.  86.  151 
Royal  Flying  Corps:  6 
Royal  Naval  Air  Service;  6.  86.  151 
Royalt.  Kenneth  C  :  177.  216.  220 

becomes  Secretary  of  Army:  177-178 
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on  functions  transfer:  205 
on  unified  command:  210-220 
Royce.  Ralph:  42 
Ryukyu  Islands  bases:  76 

Salsntan.  John  G.:  I24n 
Samford.  John  A.:  122-123 
Saunders.  LaVeme  G.:  295 
Scanlon.  Martin  F.:  297 
Schoeffel,  Malcolm  F.:  84 
School  system:  74.  See  also  by  name 
Scientific  Advisory  Group:  40 
Scott.  Stanley  L.:  162 

Search-and-rescue  service  and  squadrons: 
136-137 

Seattle-to-Dayton  speed  flight:  17 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (See  also  Symington. 
W.  Stuart) 
compensation:  289 

functions  and  powers:  154.  165.  171,  173, 
207 

office  force  and  organization:  185 
Secretary  of  the  Army  (see  also  Patterson.  Robert 
P. :  Royall.  Kenneth  C.) 
compensation:  289 
functions  and  powers:  171.  173.  207 
Secretary  of  Common  Defense:  150 
Secretary  of  Defense:  164 
assistants:  281-282 
compensation:  289 
established:  169,  280 
functions  and  powers:  151.  154-155.  157. 
161-166,  167.  169,  171-173,  176. 
178.  180.  204.  221-222.  281 
Secretary  ot  the  Navy 
compensation:  289 

functions  and  powers:  154.  171.  173.  203 
Secretary  of  War:  154.  See  also  Patterson. 

Robertson  P:  Stimson.  Henry  I.. 
Selective  Service  System:  78 
Senate.  See  Congress 

Separate  air  force.  See  Autonomy  of  air  arm 
Service  units 

transfer  to  Air  Force:  205.  207.  260 
transfer  to  Army  Air  Forces:  205 
Services  secretaries:  154.  161.  222 
Services  of  Supply.  See  Army  Service  Forces 
Seventy-five-groups  plan:  50 
Seventy-groups  plan 

Air  Force  on:  75.  180.  216.  222-223 


airmen  on:  1,  38.  45.  62,  64.  67-77.  103. 

125-126.  128,  138.  212-213.  215 
Army  on:  73-74,  198.  217 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  45.  57.  67.  72-80. 

212.  214-215.  227-233.  253 
Forrestal  on:  218-219 
Joint  Chiefs  and:  64.  75,  198,  216 
Symington  on:  183-184.  215.  218-219 
Truman  on:  215 

War  Department  on:  63-64.  75.  212 
Seversky.  Alexander  P.  de:  211 
Shaw.  Brackley:  186 
Shenandoah.  USS:  9.  I  I 
Sherman.  Forrest  P:  159 

on  roles  and  missions:  158.  161 
on  security  organization:  158 
on  unification:  257-160.  175 
on  unified  commands:  158-160 
Simonds.  George  S  :  12m 
Simpson,  William  H.:  80.  i04u 
Simpson  Board:  80-81 .  104.  107-112.  131.  138. 

145.  147-148.  214 

Single  Chief  of  Staff:  151.  153.  221  222 

Sixteen-groups  plan:  55.  57.  59 

Slessor.  John  C.:  6.  157 

Smart.  Jacob.  E.:  47.  101-102 

Smith.  Frederick  H..  295 

Smuts.  Jan  C.:  6 

Somervell.  Brehon  B  :  34.  329 

Sorenson.  Edgar  P:  297 

South  Atlantic  theater:  63 

Southern  Defense  Command  activated:  24 

Soviet  Union 

Army  Air  Forces  experience  with.  213m 
atomic  bomb  acquisition:  121 
forces  in  Iran:  213 
as  postwar  threat:  47.  213.  218 
Spaatz.  Carl:  Xii.  8.  42.  99.  109.  132.  144.  156. 

166.  184.  222 

on  air  arm  autonomy  6-7.  81.  105.  126. 

149,  165.  180  )82.  214.  223 
and  Air  Board  142  145 
on  air  commands  structure:  78.  I  13.  130 
and  Air  Comptroller:  141-142 
on  air  defense  mission  138 
on  Air  Force  as  first  line  of  defense:  214 
on  air  staff  parity  108-109.  1  I  I 
on  airmen  retention:  187 
on  antiaircraft  units  integration:  105.  107. 

151 

on  antisubmarine  mission:  154 
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on  Army  Air  Forces  parity:  148 
Arnold  confidence  in:  212,  214,  223 
on  ASWAAF  integration:  199-200 
background:  2 

becomes  Chief  of  Air  Staff:  294 
and  Chief  of  S'aff  for  Air:  214 
becomes  Chief  of  Staff.  Air  Force:  2,  40, 
111.  185.  294 

and  British  organization;  157 
commands  Air  Force  Combat  Command: 
293 

commands  Army  Air  Forces:  78.  294 
on  Continental  Air  Forces:  130 
on  corps,  establishment  of:  201-202 
Eisenhower,  relations  with:  36.  130.  148. 
212 

on  functions  transfer:  205 
on  General  Staff  reorganization:  105.  109 
groups  activated  by.  215 
on  headquarters  and  staff  organization: 
179-195 

Joint  Chiefs  member:  148 
on  Joint  Chiefs  inactivation:  222 
,.n  Materiel  Command:  133 
on  medical  services:  1 1 1-1 12.  202 
missions  assigned  by:  137-138 
name  changed:  In 
on  National  Security  Act:  221 
on  naval  aviation  missions:  154.  165 
and  policy  formulation:  142-145 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
62.  113.  125 

on  promotion  policies:  185 
on  reconnaissance  missions.  154 
on  reserve  components:  187-188 
retired.  223 

on  roles  and  missions:  7.  165.  167.  179-180 
on  Secretary  of  Air  Force  powers:  165 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  151. 

165-166.  169.  222 
on  services  secretaries:  222 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  138.  215 
on  single  Chief  of  Staff:  222 
on  Strategic  Air  Command:  154.  160.  165 
on  strategic  operations.  40-41.  154 
Symington,  relations  with:  183 
on  tactical  air  support  126.  129-131.  212 
on  technical  services  complement:  151. 
195-203 

training  programs:  185 
on  transition  period:  182-188 


on  unification:  90,  105.  108  109.  113. 

125-126.  138,  149.  165.  176 
on  unity  of  command:  26.  160 
on  universal  military  training:  214 
on  unrated  officers  assignments:  138 
on  War  Department  reorganization: 

147-148 

Spaatz  Boaru:  121 

Special  Assistant  to  Secretary  of  War.  See  Lovett, 
Robert  A. 

Special  Planning  Division:  65.  73 
Special  Projects  Office:  46-47,  50-51.  64-65 
Special  War  Department  Committee  on  the  Per¬ 
manent  Military  Establishment.  See  Bes- 
sell  Committee 

Specialists.  See  Technicians  training 
Specified  commands:  160,  1 61  n 
Speed  records:  17 
Sperry  bombsight:  17 
Spruance,  Raymond  A..  88 
Squadrons 

number  assignee  by  type:  136 
organization:  3 In 

Staffs.  See  Air  Staff;  Headquarters  and  staff;  War 
Department 

Standley.  William  H.:  18 
Stearley,  Ralph  F.:  186 

Stimson.  Henry  L. :  22  (see  also  War  Department) 
on  air  arm  autonomy  21-22.  82 
on  universal  military  training:  34 
Strategic  Air  Command 

activated:  147.  158.  160.  190.  197.  255 

Air  Force  on:  170 

air  forces  assigned:  133 

airmen  on:  117.  120-122.  124.  129,  131. 

154,  160.  165 

Army  Air  Forces  on.  1 18-124.  130-132 
and  atomic  bomb  delivery:  122-123 
command  and  control  of:  120-122 
Joint  Chiefs  on:  158.  160 
mission:  123.  137-138 
organization  and  reorganization:  1 
personnel  strength:  135 
proposals  for:  129 
Symington  on:  166-168 
training  programs  122 
units  assignment  to:  120,  122-123 
Wat  Department  on:  118-124 
Strategic  Air  Force:  76 
Strategic  air  forces:  41—44 
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Strategic  operations:  6  See  also  Strategic  Air 
Command 
Air  Corps  on:  210 
airmen  on:  40-4 1 ,  151.  154 
Army  on:  41 

Army  Air  Forces  on:  113-114.  117 
groups  assignment:  75-76 
missions:  7 
Navy  in:  87-89 
Navy  on:  87-89 

precision  bombing  concept:  17,  19-20 
Symington  on:  41 ,  184 
target  selection  in:  31 
War  Department  on:  20 
Strategic  reserve  ( see  also  General  Reserve) 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  65  ,  69  .  73-74  .  76. 

110,  118 

Joint  Chiefs  on:  118 
units  assignment  to:  117-118 
War  Department  on:  118-124 
Strategic  strike  force:  76.  See  also  Strategic  Air 
Command;  Strategic  operations 
Stratemeyer.  George  E.:  132 

on  air  forces  territorial  boundaries:  1 38 
becomes  Chief  of  Air  Staff:  294 
commands  Air  Defense  Command:  133. 

197 

on  headquarters  and  staff  organization:  1 92« 
on  recruiting  services:  206 
Streett.  St  Clair:  117 

commands  Strategic  Air  Command:  132n 
on  Continental  air  forces:  129-130 
on  strategic  strike  force:  129 
Sullivan,  John  L  :  177,  216 

becomes  Secretary  of  Navy:  177-178 
on  unity  of  command:  220 
Supply  operations  and  systems;  22,  196.  263 
Support  services.  See  Technical  services 
Supreme  Commander  for  Allied  Powers:  76 
Surgeon  General  (Air  Force):  203 
Surgeon  General  (Army) 

functions  and  responsibilities:  111-112 
on  medical  services:  203 
Symington,  W.  Stuart:  168.  177.  184.  216.  222 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  175.  179-182 
on  air  power  as  first  line  of  defense:  215 
as  air  proponent:  3 
on  air  units,  control  of:  166 
on  aircraft  development  and  procurement: 

184 

background:  178 


becomes  Assistant  Secretary  for  Air:  I42n. 

148.  183 

becomes  Secretary  of  Air  Force:  3. 

177-178,  183-184.  186 
on  British  organization:  157 
on  budget  limitations:  215-216 
on  cold  war  period:  213 
on  combat  readiness:  183-184 
and  Ebersladt  Report:  93 n 
Forrestal,  relations  with:  I78n,  183. 

218-219 

on  Four- Year  Plan:  218 

on  National  Security  Act:  181-182.  221 

on  naval  aviation:  166,  168 

Norstad  on  efforts  by:  183 

office  force  and  organization:  185 

post  offered  to:  182-183 

on  roles  and  missions:  165-167.  179-180, 

220 

on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  151. 

221-222 

on  seventy-groups  plan:  183-184.  215. 

218-219 

on  single  Chief  of  Staff:  22 1 

Spaatz.  relations  with:  183 

on  staff  organization:  179 

on  Strategic  Air  Force:  166-168 

on  .strategic  operations:  41.  184 

on  training  programs:  184 

on  transition  period.  182-188 

on  unification:  90,  151 .  158n,  176.  1 82-183 

on  unified  commands:  161 

Tactical  Air  Command 

activated:  133,  147.  190.  197.  255 
air  forces  assigned:  133 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  128-131 
mission:  137-138 
organization  and  reorganization:  1 
personnel  strength:  135 
Tactical  Air  Command,  XIX:  257 
Tactical  Air  Forces  in  Europe.  133 
Tactical  air  support:  6-7 
Air  Force  on:  170 
airmen  on:  125-131.  133.  212 
Army  on:  126.  129-132.  212 
Army  Air  Forces  on:  113.  126-129 
proposals  for:  126-127,  129 
training  programs:  128 
War  Department  on:  209 
Tampa.  Fla  :  133 
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Target  selection:  31 

Technical  Service  Command  116 

Technical  services 

Air  Force  complement:  17.3-174.  179. 
195-203.  260-261 

Army  Air  Forces  complement:  110.  125, 
151.  164.  195-203 
organization:  195 
training  programs:  111.  199,  201 
Technicians  training:  78.  i  29.  201 
Tedder.  Arthur.  156-157.  168 
Thirty-four-groups  plan:  68 
Thomas,  Elbert  D.:  150 
Timberlake.  Patrick  W.:  295 
Toyko:  133 

Tompkins.  William  F. :  60 
and  budget,  postwar:  59 
on  National  Guard  training  and  expansion: 
61 

on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
54-61 

on  sixteen-groups  plan:  59 
on  unification:  35.  84 
on  universal  military  training:  53,  61 
Tow-target  squadrons  in  service:  136 
Toward  New  Horizons:  40 
Training  programs:  22 
Air  Corps:  10 

Air  Force:  187-188.  201-202 
by  air  forces:  I  I5n 
air-ground  cooperation:  1 16 
airborne  units:  1.37 
aircrews:  57.  61 
airmen:  57.  187 

antiaircraft  units:  108.  111.  117 

Army  Air  Forces:  57.  68.  I  15-1 16.  185 

cross-training:  202 

GHQ  Air  Force:  14 

instrument  flight:  14 

medical  units:  1  12 

navigation:  14 

night  flight:  14 

officers:  185.  187 

pilots:  14.  55.  68 

replacements:  115 

reserve  components:  55.  59.  61 . 66-67.  73, 
75.  78.  1 17.  121.  137.  147.  188 
standardizing:  1 1 5 
strategic  strike  force:  122 
Symington  on:  184 
tactical:  29,  121 
tactical  air  support:  128 


technical  services:  111.  199,  201 
technicians:  78,  129,  201 
Trenchard.  Hugh  M..  bn,  41. 4.3.  156-157 
Troop  carrier  aircraft 

groups,  number  proposed.  48 
groups,  number  in  service:  136 
mission:  31 

Troop  Carrier  Command.  115.  117 
Troop  Carrier  Commands 
I:  116 
IX:  257 

Troop  Carrier  Wing.  53rd:  257 
Troop  strength,  postwar 

airmen  on:  46-48,  50,  54-62.  64-71, 
75-100.  104.  113.  124-125  ,  211 
Army  on:  34-35.  48,  50-51.  54.  58-59. 
73-74.  115,  198 

Army  Air  Forces  on:  45—46,  50.  54-58.  63. 
65-67.  71.  80.  121.  124-138. 
212-213,  223,  227-241,  252-254, 
267-270 

in  Caribbean  theater:  76 

in  China-Burma-India  Theater:  63 

in  China  Theater:  1 35 

Congress  and:  54.  59.  64.  77.  84 

in  continental  United  States:  135 

Davison  on:  46.  51.  62 

in  European  Theater:  63.  76.  135 

in  General  Reserve:  63 

Joint  Chiefs  on:  74-75,  84.  198.  242-251 

in  Mediterranean  theater:  135 

Navy  on:  62 

plans  and  studies  on:  1.  66-69.  74-75 
in  reserve  components:  50.  67 
in  Tactical  Air  Command.  135 
Truman  on:  62.  66.  69-71.  74 
Vandenberg  on:  62.  64 
War  Department  on:  46.  48.  50.  52-54. 
59-60.  64.  68.  71.  74-75.  I04n. 
106.  267-270 

Truman.  Harry  S.:  71,  99.  152.  217 

on  air  arm  autonomy;  80.  98-100.  149 
on  aircraft  procurement:  155 
on  atomic  bomb  advantage:  69 
on  assistant  secretaries:  155 
on  bases  overseas:  55 
on  Chief  of  Staff:  1 5 1 
on  combat  readiness:  80.  98-99 
intransigence  charged:  155 
on  Joint  Chiefs  functions:  99-100 
on  Marine  Corps  control:  149,  155 
on  National  Security  Act:  164.  169 
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on  naval  aviation:  149.  155 
on  Navy-Marine  Corps  personnel  strength 
62 

on  Navy  peacetime  needs:  70 
parochialism  criticized  by:  21 X 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
62.  66.  69-71.  74 

on  President  as  commander  in  chief:  17 In 
on  reserve  components:  69 
on  roles  and  missions:  155.  161-162. 
169-170.  271-274 

Secretary  of  Defense  nominations:  176 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  154-155 
on  services  secretaries:  154 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  215 
on  Soviet  threat:  213.  218 
Symington,  posts  offered  to:  182-183 
on  unification:  78-80.  98-100.  147, 
149-155.  164.  169,  175 
on  unified  commands:  158,  160 
on  unity  of  command:  100 
on  universal  military  training:  38.  69,  77. 
99.  181.  217-218 
Twining.  Nathan  F.:  132 

commands  Materiel  Command:  133 
on  headquarters  and  staff  organization:  190. 
192 

Undersecretaries:  150,  173.  184.  284.  289 
Unification  of  armed  services 

airmen  on:  38.  50.  66,  71.  81.  84.  89-90. 
94n.  100-101.  103,  105.  108-109. 
113,  125-126.  138.  149-150. 
157-160.  162,  165.  175-176 
Army  on:  31, 35-36. 62.  81. 90-92,  97-98. 
I 04n .  148-149.  154.  162.  164. 
175-176 

Army  Air  Forces  on:  33.  45.  66.  74,  80-81 . 

100-101.  142.  164-165.  267-270 
Congress  and:  10.  78.  101.  150.  169.  248 
Davison  on:  84 

Forrestal  on:  36-38.  93-94.  149-151.  153, 
161,  170,  193 
Gates  on:  82 

Joint  Chiefs  on:  31.  35n,  71.  78.  80.  84, 
157.  242-251 
Lovett  on:  I04ri 

Navy  on:  33.  36-38.  78.  82.  84-89.  98, 
101,  149-151.  153-155.  157-160. 
163,  175,  245-247 
Neii-  York  Times  on:  92.  98 


Patterson  on:  92.  151.  153.  161.  170.  182. 
193 

proposals  for:  10 

Symington  on:  90.  151.  1 5Xn.  176.  182-183 
Thomas  on:  150 

Truman  on:  78-80.  98- 100.  147.  149-155. 
164.  169.  175 

War  Department  on.  10,  31 .  33.  35.  94.  98. 
153.  157.  162-164.  243.  267-270 
Unilied  commands 

activated:  158.  160 

airmen  on:  82.  158-160.  219 

Congress  on:  81 

Joint  Chiefs  on.  158.  160.  174 

Lovett  on:  82 

Navy  on:  158-160 

Royal  I  on:  219-220 

Symington  on.  161 

Truman  on:  158,  160 

United  Kingdom  defense  organization:  157 
United  Nations 

commitments  to:  47.  50-53.  58-59.  71. 
229-230 

and  Soviet  forces  in  Iran:  213 
United  States,  vulnerability  of:  44,  211 
United  States  Air  Force  ( see  also  Air  Corps: 
Army  Air  Forces;  Department  of  the  Air 
Force;  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force;  Spa  itz. 
Carl;  Symington.  W.  Stuart) 
air  commands  structure:  3 In,  78.  197 
Air  Corps  transfer  to:  1 74 
air  defense  mission:  170 
air  superiority,  maintaining:  170 
air  transport  missions:  170 
and  airborne  operations:  170 
aircraft  development  and  procurement:  1 70, 
223 

airlift  missions:  170 
airmen  transfer  to:  207.  285 
antiaircraft  units,  integration  into:  74 
Army  Air  Forces  transfer  to:  174.  182.204. 
207 

Assistant  Secretaries  appointed:  184 
ASWAAF  integration  into:  66.  74.  174. 
199-200 

attache  system:  206 

audit  and  accounting  services:  206 

bases  overseas:  76 

budget  estimates  and  limitations:  206,  218 
career  fields  adopfed:  202 
chaplains  complement:  195 
Chief  of  Staff  established:  174 
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civilian  employees  transfer  to:  206.  208. 
290 

command  and  control  in:  190-192.  201 
communications  facilities  and  equipment 
261-262 

and  corps,  establishment  of:  201-202 
elements  of:  73-74 
elements  functions  and  strength:  76 
established:  73.  81.  112.  169.  180.  207. 
284-286 

finance  services:  206.  290 
as  first  line  of  defense:  180-181.  209.  211. 
214-215.  218 

foreign  liaison  functions:  206 
functions  transfer  to:  203-208,  219,  223. 
284 

GHQ  Air  Force  transfer  to:  174.  207 
groups,  assignment  to  components:  76 
groups,  number  proposed:  74 
groups,  number  in  service:  218 
headquarters  and  staff  organization:  74. 

179,  182-195.  223.  293-298 
intelligence  organization  and  functions:  206 
and  joint  operations:  170 
maintenance  and  repair  services:  22.  206 
mapping  service:  206 
medical  services:  195,  202-204 
and  Military  Academy  graduates:  187 
mission  defined:  74 
mobilization  plans.  74.  76 
mobilized  Air  Force  plans:  74 
occupation  mission:  76 
officers,  grades  distribution:  201-202 
officers,  rated-to-unrated  ratio:  74 
officers  transfers  to:  205-208.  219.  223, 
260-261.  285 

organization  and  functions:  1 .  173 
on  organization,  postwar.  See  Organization, 
postwar 

personnel  absorbed  by.  174 
personnel  policies  and  services:  201-203. 
205-206.  223 

personnel  strength:  74-75.  185 
photographic  missions:  206 
President  as  commander  in  chief:  17 In 
promotion  policies:  185-187.  200,  223 
quartermaster  services:  196 
real  estate  and  construction:  207.  285 
reconnaissance  missions:  170 
recruiting  services:  206 
Regular  Air  Force  mission:  73 
research  and  development  in:  204 


roles  and  missions:  170-171 .  173.  219-220. 

223.  271-274.  286 
school  system  proposed:  74 
Secretary  functions  and  powers:  154.  171. 
173.  207 

and  service  units  transfer.  205.  207.  260 
and  seventy-groups  plan:  75.  180.  216. 
222-223 

on  Strategic  Air  Force:  170 
supply  services  and  operations:  196 
tactical  air  support  missions.  170 
technical  services  complement  tor: 

173-174.  179.  195-203.  260-261 
training  programs:  187-188.  201-202.  See 
also  Training  programs 
troop  strength,  postwar.  See  Troop  strength, 
postwar 

Under  Secretary  appointed:  184 

on  unity  of  command:  190 

unrated  officers,  policies  on:  185-187.  261 

utilities  services  for:  206 

warrant  officers  transfer  to:  207.  185 

welfare  funds:  206 

Women's  Army  Corps  element  transfer  to: 
207 

United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe  activated: 
133.  197 

United  States  Army  (see  also  Army  Ground 
Forces;  Department  of  the  Army; 
Eisenhower.  Dwight  D.:  Marshall. 
George  C.:  War  Department) 

Air  Corps,  control  by:  12 
and  air  units,  organic:  84.  126.  128.  132, 
251 

and  attache  system:  206 
on  coast  defense  mission:  12,  15.  17  19. 
210 

and  functions  transfer.  203-208 
and  Joint  Chiefs  functions:  94 
on  maintenance  and  repair  services:  206 
on  medical  services:  203 
and  National  Security  Act:  176.  214 
on  officers  transfer  to  Air  Force:  205-208 
on  organization,  postwar.  See  Organization, 
postwar 

peacetime  structure:  35-36 
personnel  policies  and  services:  206 
on  real  estate  and  construction:  207 
on  recruiting  services:  206 
on  research  and  development.  204 
on  roles  and  missions:  7.  95.  170.  176 
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on  secretary  powers:  154 
on  service  units  transfer:  205 
troop  strength:  54 

troop  strength,  postwar.  See  Troop  strength, 
postwar 

and  unification:  8  i 
and  unit  of  command.  97.  129,  158 
on  utilities  se:  vices:  206 
United  States  Marine  Corps 

aviation,  organic:  157,  173.  283 
control  of:  149-151.  155.  164.  170.  173. 
283 

Joint  Chiefs  and.  62.  84,  251 
personnel  strength:  62 
status  of:  95 n 

United  States  Military  Academy.  187 
United  States  Navy.  {See  also  Forrestal,  James  V  : 
Nimitz.  Chester  F.;  Sullivan,  John  L.) 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  6n.  36.  78.  149-151 , 
175 

on  air  transport  missions:  170,  173 
aircraft  carrier  program:  219 
on  aircraft  development  and  procurement: 
170,  173 

on  amphibious  operations:  154,  165 
on  antisubmarine  mission:  154.  165.  167, 
170.  173,  283 

Army  Air  Forces  cooperation  with:  1 37.  266 
Atlantic  Fleet:  133,  158 
on  atomic  bomb  delivery:  167.  219 
on  coast  defense  mission:  15,  17-19.  210 
on  Marine  Corps  control:  149-151,  164, 
170.  173.  283 
on  medical  services:  203 
and  National  Security  Act;  176.  18 1/t 
on  naval  aviation  control:  90,  149-150, 

153- 155,  157, I58n, 164-168. 170, 
173,  282-283 

on  organization,  postwar.  See  Organization, 
postwar 

personnel  strength:  62 
on  reconnaissance  missions:  154,  165.  167. 
170.  173,  283 

on  roles  and  missions:  7,  11,  153-154,  158, 
161.  164-165.  167-170.  176. 
219-220.  223.  271-274 
on  Secretary  powers:  154,  171,  173,  203 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  151. 

154- 155 

on  strategic  air  operations:  87-89 
on  unification:  33,  36-38.  78,  82.  84-89. 


98.  101.  149-151.  153-155.  163. 
175.  245-247 

on  unity  of  command:  85.  87.  158.  220 
on  universal  military  training:  236-238 
Unity  of  command 
Air  Force  on:  190 

airmen  on:  26-27.  87«.  89.  121.  160 

Army  on:  97.  129.  158 

Army  Air  Forces  on:  30-31 

Congress  and:  81 

Navy  on.  85,  87.  158.  220 

in  Pacific  theater:  158 

Sullivan  on:  220 

Truman  on:  100 

War  Department  on:  33.  85.  108 
Universal  military  training 

airmen  on:  38.  50.  53-58.  61. 66-67.  69. 
214 

Army  on:  34-36.  38.51. 53-54.  58. 69.  77. 
187.  212.  214 

Army  Air  Forces  on:  58.  61. 73.  77.  147. 
214 

Congress  and:  53-54.  77.  181.  187.  2)3 

Navy  on:  236-238 

New  York  Times  on:  77 

Patterson  on:  69n 

Stimson  on:  34 

Truman  on:  38.  69.  77.  99.  181.  2)7-218 
War  Department  on:  34,  52-54.  57-6). 
77-78.  187.  212-214.  2I7« 
236-238 

Uranium,  control  of:  121 
Utah.  USS:  18n 
Utilities  services:  206.  263 

Vandenberg.  Hoyt  S.:  109.  222-223 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  180,  182 
as  air  proponent:  3 
background:  185 

becomes  Assistant  Chief  of  Air  Staff:  296 
becomes  Chief  of  Staff:  221-223 
becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  295 
becomes  Vice  Chief  of  Staff:  185.  193.  294 
on  functions  transfer:  205 
on  headquarters  and  staff  organization:  193 
on  postwar  organization  and  troop  strength: 
62.  64 

Spaatz  Board  member:  121 
on  strategic  strike  force:  121-122,  131. 
160n 

on  tactical  air  support:  128 
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Vinson.  Fred  M.:  184,  216 

Virginia  capes  bombing  demonstration:  7 

Von  Karman,  Theodore:  39-40.  44.  212 

Walsh.  David  1:  93 
Walsh.  Robert  L  :  297 
War  Council  established:  161.  174.  286 
War  Department  (.see  also  Department  of  the 
Army:  Patterson.  Robert  P  ;  Stimson. 
Henry  L.:  United  States  Army) 
on  air  arm  autonomy:  3.  10.  15.  20.  81 . 94. 

107.  110.  214 
on  air  arm  mission:  209 
on  Air  Force  as  first  line  of  defense:  1 80- 1 8 1 
on  air  promotion  list:  1 1 1 
on  air  representation  on  staff:  10.  81. 

110-111.  259-266 
on  air  staff  parity:  110-111 
on  antiaircraft  units  assignment:  107-108 
arms  and  services  formation:  200-202 
and  Army  strength,  postwar:  34-35 
on  coast  defense  mission:  19.  209 
on  combat  readiness.  162-163 
decentralization  policy:  147 
demobilization  plans:  59 
deployment  plans:  240-241 
Equipment  Board:  121 
future  war  characterized  by:  53 
and  General  Staff  reorganization:  106.  109 
and  GHQ  organization  and  reorganization: 

20.  104-105,  147 
and  General  Reserve.  120 
General  Staff  activated:  29 
General  Staff  reorganization:  26.  145-147 
and  groups,  assignments  to  theaters:  63-64 
inactivated:  282 
on  industrial  mobilization:  60 
on  intelligence  operations  and  systems:  60 
mobilization  plans:  60-61 . 77-78.  238-239 
on  National  Guard  training  and  expansion: 

61 

occupation  plans:  61 

on  organization,  postwar.  See  Organization. 

postwar 

reorganization  of  1942.  27-29.  85.  70.  109. 

198 

reorganization  of  1946:  109-110.  145-148 
on  research  and  development:  60 
reserve  components,  plans  for:  34.  59.  61 
on  Secretary  of  Defense  powers:  163-164 
on  seventy-groups  plan:  63-64.  75.  212 


on  seventy-five-groups  plan:  50 
on  single  Chief  of  Staff:  153 
Special  Planning  Division:  34 
on  strategic  bombing  concept:  20 
and  Strategic  Reserve:  118-124 
and  strategic  striking  force:  118-124 
on  tactical  air  support:  209 
on  technical  services  complement:  164, 
196.  198 

troop  strength,  postwar.  See  Troop  strength, 
postwar 

on  unification.  10.  31.  33.  35.  94,  98.153, 
157.  162-164.  243.  267-270 
on  United  Nations  commitments:  52-53 
on  units,  control  of:  14 
on  unity  of  command:  33.  85.  108 
on  universal  military  training:  34.  52-54. 
57-61.77-78.  187.  212-214.  217/1. 
236-238 

War  Department  General  Staff.  See  United  States 
Army;  War  Department 

War  Plans  Division.  WDGS.  See  War 
Department 
Warfare 

atomic  bomb  effect  on:  123.  211 
changed  character  of:  53.  211.  236.  239, 
252-253.  269 
Warning  systems:  1 1 7 

Warrant  officers  transfer  to  Air  Force:  207 .  285 

Weather  service:  137 

Weaver.  Walter  R..  293 

Webb.  James  E.:  175.  215.  218 

Wedemeyer.  Albert  C.:  223 

Welfare  funds:  206 

Western  Air  Command:  129 

Western  Defense  Command  activated:  24 

Western  Training  Command:  1 15 

Westover.  Oscar:  2.  17.  19 

Wcyland.  Otto  P.:  158n,  296 

White.  Thomas  D.:  133.  297 

White  Plan:  1 16n 

Whitehead.  Ennis  C.:  133.  197 

Whileley.  John  F.:  298 

Whitney.  Cornelius  V.:  184.  186 

Whitney.  John  P. :  221 

Wiesbaden.  Germany.  133 

Wilson.  Donald:  132 

on  air  defense  plans:  1 17 

becomes  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff:  295 

commands  Proving  Ground  Command: 

1 33 
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Wings 

1st:  13 
2nd:  14 
3rd:  14 

organization:  3 In 
Wolfe.  Henry  C.:  66 n 
Wolfe.  Kenneth  B.:  133 
Women's  Army  Corps:  207 
Woodrum  Committee  (1944); 


Wooten.  Ralph  H  :  197 
World  War  I.  aircraft  in:  6.  13 
World  War  11 

air  organization:  20-31 
lessons  derived  from:  1.  38.  44.  126.  129 
Wright  Field.  Ohio:  133.  1 9(3 
Wyatt.  Ben  H.:  37 

46.  80,  82-85  Zuckert,  Eugene  M.:  184.  186 
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